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;iid    Brent 
i.;i.anya&iiii^ tcjiicfc-yc.  they    orf- 

.■.■iiiout  V .  aman   and   Edwatdi:,    wiiu    iifc'lpeid    J.n 

::-taaes  .act salons?   with   Professor    McCahan    from 

uuij-ejiie    for   over.  .h&    obstacles    to    come    sei  ny    outside 

isxami  ner  :  ns^    si..i<ii^tii:>tj.ui  is    for    the    final    versioii* 

rlfc'ad    Librarian  v  showed    much    i^^atience    and    efficieiicy    in    dealinsJ 

iterlibrary    loans   and   computer   searches? 
,,-utci  and   Professor    Chase    took    the    time    to 

k    with    liiivj    (riiid    fcJKf^laiii    Llie    use    of    the    word    r-rocessorP    Professors 
Giielburne   and    Dau'^htery    introduced    me    to    Minita!  >ved    me    man'::^ 

iii  t a t  i  s t  i  c s    b y   h a ri d  . 
.rLeful    to    a   number   of    students  y  too?  whose    conversations    with 
rit:;livjd    me    desisin    an   appropriate   (suestionnaire»  aii  ! 

ients    whose    cooperation    enabled    me    to    complete    my    stud^ii  *  In    Pi;r  Lj. cu'U:;r 
■  as   s-Jrcsatli;.  asied   by    those    who    expressed?  a  loud    or    in    writinsJy 

J   had   derived    from    the    survey   and    the    intt 
tiiCi:;   iiad.fuu;:d    ii.    ..L<.F"or    their   continuous    interest    and    support    i;; 
.iJect    1    thank    my    friends   Noel    Stupek?  "Techy "    Rami  rezs- and    "Ma^sSit." 
:.  fery  who?  without    even   knowin<3    my    conclusions    in    the    study  y  we  re    there 
.never    1    needed    their    support   and   never    failed    to   cheer    me    up« 


Effects    of    SL  pt    and    self  "est eeiri    upon 

Li,-...     ;.ri    female    colle£?e    students. 


.1.     .1.  i\i  I  i'-.UL'w..,  I  .;  un 

„  .„ .,. .., „ _  ..„ 1- 

Th:i.s  study  was  undertaken  to  determine  the  i#jture  and  effec- 
tiveness of  social  suf-Fort  as  a  moderator  of  ever>:fdai:{  pressure  capable 
of  inducini^'  stress  in  colles^e  students. Can  family  or  friends  buffer  stu- 
dents asiainst  stress?  Do  those  with  less  freauent  social  interaction  y  or 
with  fewer  close  friends  >■  suffer  hi<iiher  rates  of  illness  and  emotional 
breakdown  compared  to  those  who  spend  more  time  with  friends  or  relat- 
ives or  who  participate  more  in  social  activities?   If  the  correlation 
between  social  support  and  health  has  been  fairly  well  established  in 
studies  on  victims  of  mass  disasters  v  or  <^ roups  subject  to  the  strains 
o  f  I..I  i-i  e  in  p  1  o  \:!  iTi  e  ri  t  iif  n  d  o  t  h  er    d  e  m  a  ri  d  i  ri  s-i  ;i.  i  f  e  -  eve  i"i  t  s  v  w  o  i..i  1  d  i  t  s  t  :i.  1 1  iis  p  p  e  a  r- 
amDn<^  students  leadin;^  a  relatively  uneventful  life  at  an  unde  r  sir  ad- 
uate  institution? 


II  LITERATURE  REVIEW 


Much  investi?;iatlon  of  social  networks  in  relation  to 
stress  in  samples  from  populations  recover  in«{  from  a  maJor  crisis  i- or 
u  ri  d  e  T^  5^  o  i  rt  si  ;i!  h  i  si  h  1  y  c^  r  i  t  i  c  a  1  a  n  d  i  i"i  t  e  n  s  e  :i.  :i.  f  e  -  <::  Y\  a  n  si  e  y  :i.  s  h  ;i.  si  ft  1  •-.-.i    c  o  n  s  i  s  t  • 
ent  with  the  theory  that  social  support  systems  serve  as  a  moderator 
or  protective   a  si  ent   asiainst  the  ill-effects  of  such  stressors  upon 
s  I..I  b  J  e  c  t  s  '  m  e  it  t  a  1  a  it  d  /  o  r  p  1 1  v;  s  ical    fi  e  ^Kl.  t  r  i  ( B  t^  o  w  n  e  t  a  1  v  J.  9  7  5  P  C  a  s  s  e  :i.  y  1 9  7  4 1 
19765  Cobby  1976?  Cooke  %    Greene  i- 19B1  ?  Dean  X  Lin  y  1977  ?  Drabek  et  al.i' 
1975y  Eaton  y  1978  5  Hansson  y  1979  y'  Hotalini^  et  al.vl97By  Perry  &    Lindelly 
1 978  9    P  a  y  k  e  1  e  t  a  ;i. .  y  1 9  8  0  y  R  a  b  k  i  n    %    S  t  r^  e  u  it  i  it  si  y  1 9  7  6  )  . 


Lower  susceptibility  to^  and  speedier  recovery  froitiv  health  problems 
in  these  studies  y  correlate  with  hi<^h  social  support  J  health 
disorders  aiTiorrs^  subjects  with  lower  social  support  are  more  freauent  s^ 
mare  seriousyand  longer  lastin<-(*   Fiiidiii«!s  are    less  consistent y however y 
amon^  the  relatively  few  studies  which  have  sou<Sht  a  direct  relationship 
between  social  support  and  health  in  the  absence  of  hisihly  disruptive 
eve  n  t  s  ( F  r  y  d  in  a  n  ■>  1 9  3  J. )  *  C  a  lii  <ii  e  1  CI.  9  7  6  )  d  e  n  i  e  s  L  h ;;;  t  p  o  o  r- 1  y  li  u  p  p  (j  r  •  t  e  d  s  u  b  J  e  c  t  s 
are  at  sireater  risk  of  illness  unless  they  are  also  exposed  to  a  si^^inif- 
icant  stressor  (severe  1  if  e-event  y  hisfh  life  chansSe  score  y  etc)  y  but  other 
researchers  claim  to  find  si?.?nif icant  correlations  between  inadeauate 
support  alone  and    emotional  and/ or  somatic  disorders  ( Be rkman  ?<    Symey 
1979y  Goreyl973y  Lin  et  al.yl979y  Miller  ?.    Insiiham  y  1976 )  > 

lese  contradictory  conclusions  as  to  the  importance  of  social  support 
relative  to  circumstances  rov    of  the  lack  of  support  in  itself? may  in 
part  be  associated  with  the  hii^hly  variable  criteria  used  to  assess 
s  o  c  i  a  1  s  u  r-  p  o  y^  t  s  y  ^i  t  e  ui  s^    h    re  a  o  m  m  e  i-i  d  a  t  i  o  1 1  b  '■.-.i    R  u  1 1  e  r>  ( 1 9  S 1 )  t  fi  a  t  f  u  t  u  re  r^  e  - 
searchers  examine  relations  beyond  t!ie  family  susJsSests  that  a  number  of 
studies  fiia\:t    have  neglected  to  consider  poteiitially  sieinif icant  sources 
.  of  support. Dean  S  Lin ( 1977) also  lament  the  inadeauacy  of  former  measures 
[  of  support.   A  failure  to  include  such  items  could  result  in  underesti- 
[  met  ions  of  the  differences  between  apparent  hisih  versus  low  support 

jups.  The  more  broadly  defined  concept  includes  membership  in  various 
;.  m  a  i^  ■•J    B  V  a  u  p  s  a  n  d  s  ii  a  r^  e  d  a  c  t  ;i.  v  ;i.  t  i  e  ?>  ( c  1  i..i  b  s  f  s  p  o  r'  t  t  e  a  m  s  y  c  [  i  u  r  c  h)  y  e  t  c  )  a  s 
i.  1  as  kin  and  non-kin  relationships  ( Bradburn  X  Caplovit;^  y  1965  5  Eaton? 
7  8  y  F  r  y  d  in  a  n  y  1 9  8 1  y  H  a  ii  s  s  o  n  v  1 9  7  9  5  J  e  ri  k  :i.  I'l  s  v  1 9  7  9  P  L  in  n  1967).  B  v  o  w  n  e  t  a  1 . 
-75) demonstrate  the  interest  of  a  Qualitative  rather  than  purely 
.jntitative  evaluation  of  social  tiei5*f indinsl  Bi«?nif icance  at  the  level 

the  "conf idiniS"  relationship.   He  defined  as  "confidant "a  person  to 
:m    you  revealed  yourself  without  discomfort  and  could  ao  talk  to  when- 


jQLi  were  troub.i  :s    since  been  borrowed  and  si.  isthtly 

a d 8 p  t  © d  >  b u  t  a  1  w  iis  b' s  in  a  i  ri  t  a  i  n  ;i.  n sf  t  h e  n  o  t  :i.  o  r  i  o  f    r  e c e  :i.  v  :i.  n  fH    e n c o  1..1  r a <3 e m e ri  t 
■3nd  emotion si  or  also  material  support   in  times  of  need r as  distinct 
.Jill  more  distant  and  casual  "acausintances"  (Cooke  8  (ireenev  198:1.  ?  Mil  lei> 
::n<Sham!'1976yp3<:#kel  et  al .  v  1980  )  .  In  Brown's  stud-;  (1975)  the  freauency  of 
.,eraction  was  found  to  bo?  sii^nif  i  cant  x  but  neither  Miller  8  ln<i?ham 
;•  7 6 ) n o r  I"' a y k e  1  e t    a  1 .  ( 1 980) o b 1 3 i n e d  d a t a  c o I'l s i s t e n t  w :i. t h    t h i s *  M i  1 1  e r 
In;;fham  found  that  it  was  necessary  but  sufficient  to  have  Just  one 
trusty  and  available  contact  as  an  effective  shieldinsi  device  upon 
the  victim  of  a  severe*  crisis  and    concern  in. =J  both  psycho  losfical  and 
; s i c a  1  h e a  1 1 ( i «  1 1 1  t he    a h s e n c.^ e  o f  a  s e v e  r e  s t  r e s s o r  !>  h o w e v e  r  y  t f  1  e 
..;nfidant"  became  redundant  if  other  les*-;  intimate  support  was  avail- 
f- able   at  the  onset  of  depression  rat  leas'  effects* 

The  assumption  of  the  researchers  of  direct  relationships  between  social 
support  and    stress  is  that  other  possible  sources  of  stress  are    not 
..sent  or  have  not  recently  affected  this  population*  Ma  Jo  r  stressors 
.i  hiah  lif e-chan=ie  scoresi»well  establishes!        relate  with  physical 
and  mental  disorders^have  been  eliminated  in  these  studies  5  but  can  one 

..ihtfully  claim  to  have  a   population  freB   of  all  factors  influencing^ 
stressTDef ininsi  as  stressor  any  a'-JenL       uation  to  which  a  maJor 
adjustment  must  be  made  (Fi'abkin  X  Streunin.*;ii» '76)  i- such  3  claim  seems  pve- 
.iiptioust   In  particular I'several  studie-        >te    that  self-esteem  may 
i,ervene  at  various  levels!' related  to  emotional  and  perhaps  physical 
[  well-bein.<i5(Bradl..        .jplovitzi- 1965P  Rutter»1981)  <, 

Rather  than  attci;:        o  eliminate  a  variety  of  stressors  from  a 

-opulationi' we  population  with  a  limited? 

o  sf  n  i  z  e  d  >  a  i"i  d  fair'  1  y  t..i  n  i  f  o  r  in  s  o  u  r  c  e  o  f  p  r  e  s  s  u  r' : 

lid  measure  and  f;        ;  we  co  Colle.<3e  populations  are 

recomiiicnd:.  .11  contained  units  withi; 


ch    the-  'is^   both    envi  roriine 

>Je c t Si )  c o in f a  r^ e d    t o  n <:> ri ■••■  s  t, u d e n t   s a m p  1  e s  ?  ;;> n d   «; e v e r s  1    s t u d  l 

have  been  done  o,        it  bodies (Jacobi:;  ;.       i.968>  Meehanicif  1976!'78)! 

U;;ildrany  1980)  .   None  of  these  exam  in  e  in  anvJ  derth  th*  role  of  social 

,.11  mass  disastt.  imed  our  subjects  to  be  exf=>osed 

iiiimilar  pressures  and  we  were  intt. ;       Ln  their  differential  res- 
ponse (physical  and  psucholosfical )  in  relation  to  their  support  system y 

;. ike  that  bulk  of  lit;  :r  study  involves  in  theory 

o  n  1  y  1  i  m  i  t  e  d  a  c  a  d  e  m  :i.  c  <•»  n  d  s  o  c  i 

Ule  proposiv.  lion  to  these  same  demands  will  be 

unction  of  their  prioritiespi^oalsv and  sense  of  achievement  associat- 
with  those.   How  they  score  teem  will  be  taken  to  represent 

,s  variable  suspected        .elated  to  stress*   Rutter <  1981)suj:Jfiest  ; 

that  self-esteem  serves        wJerator  of  stress»and  that  either  social 

I 

academic  achievement  may  enhance  self-esteem  J  if  the  factor  is  the 
;dent's  scholastic  successyf,       -ies  that  it  may  outweis$h  oi^ 
..mterbalance  the  potentiall.:;       antal  effects  of  low  support* 


■  I  1-1 Y  i--'  0  i  i-i  b.  ■  V  A  i\  J.  i"l  i^  L.  t.  ;:> 


\;>tudie-:.  .ch    reviewsvwe    cans:i. u;.;  r 

irBteem(SE}  lent    variablesyor    ind- 

.;.iiLiiTvu;iiiiiiiM  w'ely  y  dapcndii  i:;!    on   the    empirical    relat- 

.^i..u     ci>L>:;blished    with    Strc;;,s  y  the    dependent    variable. 

endent  variables  (wh:i.' 


abbrevial  ',ed    to    <iitre;:is    indeFe?ndi^riLJ.;:J    of    one 

..J    Ih^l 
iuwtji-    ilm    strtjss y  iii    ;■»;; ("  Liculiii' >  if    iiucial    su; 

ih»    Hiaher    self  n    will    correlate    witi; 

.her    supports 


and    i;;l;:>o    with 


■cial    network    and    social    inter- 
la  tionshipsy  to    activities    with    a 

;  1  d  i  c  a  t  e  s    one' s 

uii    w:i.  Lii    uiie'ii    perf orinance    iii 

asentinsS    actual    acheiveirient y 
Lainirient    or    failure    in    what 
he    dreater    the   disparity   be- 


"3S"here    refers    ti. 
a  c  t  i  a  fi  9  r  a  i  'i  <A  i  n  si    fro  i»i    c  1  u  ;;*  c ;  l  o  i  i  ; 
like-interest   ^roup(e««iv 
level    of    satisfactit 
social    and    academic    ;.;:;»:•  re  :>*  K<:>tiier    l; 

itieasures    the    student  -  ' 
lii -^1  -Ji t    c o n c e r i "i s    t h e in »    T h e    i, ;> s u ui ; 
'     jen    i-ioals    and    perceived    accoiri;-!  isfunei  its  y  indicated    by    lower    SE    scores? 
i^iic    «^reater    the    straini»hence    hi^^her    stress* 

The    term    "Stress"    '  en    used    in    various    wav^s    by    different    re- 

s e a  r c h e  r  s .  C o b ta  ( 1 9 7 6 )  u s e  s    ,i  t    t o    r e f  e  i-    t o    the   d e m a nd s    u p o i-i    t h e    i  n d i  v  i  d u a  1  i 
eauatiniS    it   with    the    stressor    itself  J  others    define    it    as    the   mental    or 

■isical    effects  J  the   breakdowns    resultinsj    from    a    failure    to    cope    with 

;:. u c h    p r e s s u r e s  ( E a t o n  y  1 9 7 8  f  D e a n    "    '  1 9 7 7  y  R «> b I':,  i 1 1    S    S t  r e i..i ri  i r i <^  y  .1. 9 7 6 )  »    l-i a n ;: 

lyeyclassic    researcher    on    str(.:s-.:>     in    orsJanismsy  considers    stress    as    the 

.  .;;ponsey(3uite    distinct     "  '    .    "stressor"    or    assent    to    which    the 

.iijiix  siv:    s   defense   systems    are    resf  oiiaii  is  (Selyei* '56>  ♦l-lerey  tooy  it    will    bt 

oefined  as  the  response y but  limited  to  the  nei^ative  symptoms  which  tend 

appear    once  the  body  has  reached  the  "stasiie  of  exhaustion"  (Selye » S6)  • 

detected  to  pinpoint  "stress"  ' 
.,.:.i!iuro;iiE'  /vii).i.c;i  Lol^es  d.i.  i'f  e cent  foriiv.  "         individual  zo 
entually  representing.?  mental  disturbv^nuoj  or  depression 
Si  iwsoiiicjtic  disorders»Symptom-s  such  as  tiredn;       ....... 

.;  concentrate^  i. 


and  <^enerN:i.i. 


;  Ci   ':>  "1/  r-  V  ':, '. 


wUr  iiifc^nciMNi^..  .3lit<:(  between  varJ. ables  v  nor 

;.:  the  relatioii;.!  i;i.,  '.  ;  leces^i^:;!- j.  i. ^.;  mi  1.1.0 :;  recuional .   F"eedback  such  as  that 

,:jt  denied  (Kahn  et  a.1.  ♦i' 1964)  but  the  predominant 
di  i  GwL.i.i.;.:  ^■.■■.    ai.s'..:mtvu  Lo  be  the  reversey  baaejd  on  previous  findins«s  and 

,  .>  o  r  « ( I'"  r  >:*  d  iri  a  ri » 1 9  S 1 5  D  e  <.; .     "    '  ^  '1  <.j  ^  £«  e  r  t  y » 1 9  B  0 )  ♦  L  i  l<.  e  wisest  h  e   f  r  e  d  o  in  - 

;nt  correlation  predi         bo  vs  SE  is  positive?  despite  the  lo<^ical 
./tif icstion  for  a  ne£iativ;;'  one*   Indeedi-if  SE  is  hi.<;ihyit  may  be  due  to 
^iJwa^©ness  of  academic  excel !l.ence» and  low  SS  will  not  affect  it <R'-ittery 
:  ■  3 1 )  ♦  T h e  r e   c o u  1  d  b e  a  w i  1 1  i n si n ess  from  b o t h  s i d e s    t o   d i s c o ri t  :i. ri u e  s o c i a .1 
~,erB  c  t  i  o  1 1  w  h  e  n  a  p  e  r  s  o  n  '  s  S  E  i  n  c  r  e  3  s  e  «i  i  ri  d  e  p  e  n  d  e  ii  1 1  s/,   o  f  p  o  s  i  l  i  v  e  re  - 
,  o  r c e m e n t  f  r o m  his/ h e  v   f  r  i  e I'l d s .   W e  h y p o t h b s  i  ;•: e  y  t h o u si h  v  t h a  t  m a  r e  o f  t en 
iij..v.!h  S£  and   hisJh  SS  will  be  associated!"  the  encour3.<iSement  fr^iends  ten-'  ' 
:  ■'  f  e  r  y  a  n  d  t  h  e  f  is  e  1  i  n  si   o  f   s  o  c  i  a  1  s  u  c?  c  e  s  s  a  1  o  u  e  y  a  r^  e  1  :i.  k  e  1  sj    t  o   p  r  o  m  o  t  e 
:.;;.:.  vCassely  1974  y  cited  by  Dean  &  Linyl977  and  by  Wa«?;=5erty  y  1980  y  Ruttery:i.9 
:::)*In  returny people  with  low  retSard  for  themselves  may  be  less  inclined 
participate?  in  j^roup  activities y or  less  likely  to  share  problems  of 
.i.ch  they  tend  to  be  ashamed*   This  speculation  enables  us  to  put  forth 

jpotheses  and  pred;:  :'  '  -endybut  we  do  not  expect  a  perfect 

,  r,./.i.  ation  ( we  arey  af  te  i-  ..;.  1.  :■  uf::;.i  .;.  1 1-.^  with  two  distinct  variables)*   If 
>..■  y  c o  V a  I' y  w  i  t h    b o  t '       1  :   ■! . .  ,... (;,  p ,, ^  ;|  ^^  ^ ^^ ,.j  „  j  i }■,  <_- 1  f> g., ^ <_-  ^^^\■yi  q h  i  s    m o  r^ e 
..;sely  or  more  dir;  .  .  .  . ...  -   a  p,ij,j,i-,g»f.  ^f  pattern':: 

inaction  could'  be  iii;>:P..i.i.rHv,(i  y  •.:(..;  i.  we  w:i.  .1.  j.  c o i- ;•:::■  :i. a e r  only  the  f ollowin:;::  i.wu 

::rth  and  supported  in  the      ''  ible  literature' 
,,;;.'re  Is  3  direct  relations!,       sen  SS  and  Str-ess  uii  Liu-..'  um-.:   imniuy 
..i  between  SS  and  SE  on  the  atrterv  because  SS  and  SE  covaryya  spurious 
Lation  emerj^es  between  SE  and  Str    -i-:  -  •,  v    ""  ^  ^  s  possibility  can 
,  uested  '::  ,      '   IlinsJ  Sf;    ''' "  ':"  :  ■..:..■  r> .:....,... <. 


t h e    t e s  t ••••  f  a c t o  r*  y    s f  f  e c t  ;l  ri si 

>' 
, t e r n    is   s u p p o r t e d ( R o <;; e u b e r<-i   68)* 


.iepeMident 


)Posed 


Fisf.l 

^  Self -esteem  (Iiv^) 

S  o  c  :i.  a  ,1    s  u  p  p  e  i- 1  ( I U    <r 
(test    factor)  ^v^ 

^  Stress (DV) 

The  alternative  to  be  tested  relates  SS  di  recti';;  to  SE  which  is  in 

turn  directly  related  to  Stress<Fi.<J*  2)  J-lere  we  propose  that  people  with 

jh  SS  are  more  likely  to  have  hisJh  SEvand  that  hidh  SE  tends  to  act 

3  buffer  a.<iiainst  stress  J  SS  is  not  directly  affect  iri<^  stress «  We  tesi 

Liiis  by  control  liriil  for  SE»  suspected  of  interveninsi  between  these  two- 

i iables       lie  relationship  between  SS  and  Stress  disappears  we 

...•n  conciuJc  tiiat  it  was  indeed  "due  to"  the  test-factor  SE  actinE?  as 

,  i n t e  r^ v e n :i.  ri <^  v a  r i  a b  1  e  ( l-i; o <;> e n b e  r <:i  >  1 9 68)  . 


S  o  c  i  a  1  s  u  F^  p  o  T'  t  ■ 
(IV) 


I.  r— -esteem- 
st-factor) 


;tress 
(DV) 


:.,ides  these  controls  described  above y we  will  also  control  for  other- 
,;;sured  variables  whic'       ffect  the  relations  between  the  IVsySS  and 
:.and  the  DVySl.  ..,- icrinor©  ywe  will  disasfiSresiJate  the  variables  SS 

;i  Stress  into  tlie  subvariables  distinsiuished  for  each*   Our  two  coin- 
lents  of  SS  represent  the  notion  of  confidant  on  the  one  hand  (CONF) 
d  extent  of  social  participstioi ;  isuaintances  on  the 

iier(POF^)  »3S  some  studies  found  th&  e  sufficient  while 

.lie  concluded  that  the  former  was  essential  to  buffer  aiiainst  stress* 


ii,;.,  ■    to    be    ne'^ativelw 

latfcci    lu    sLreSii    inovt;    sLi'Qrii.(li:<    liiari    iii^j    "POP"    cDiriPonent  ( Brown    eh    al , 
JEaton!';l.978ypaukel    e'  )  .Social    part;Lcii=*atiori    is    likela    to    covavv 

wit h   G E  C  B  I' a d b u  r ri    &   Cap:  ? 6'5)  <,  S t  r e <:i s   may    i  t s e  1  f    b e    s u b d i  v  i  d e d    i  ri t o 

-jsical    and    FsycholoiiSic^il    s'^mptoms*       In    the    literature    both    have    been 

measured    and    compared  (Cooke    and    Greene  r  1981 5  Mi  Her    X    InjShaiTu- 1976)  t  these 

suslsiest    that    the    pfiysical    efff^cts    inaij    be    moro?    easily    buffered   by   SS» 
,  I  u  iri  b  e  r    o  f    s  t  u  d  i  e  s  v  f  i  o  w  e  v  e  r » f  t  cj  v  e    b  e  e  n    d  o  n  e    o  n    p  s  i:f  c  h  o  1  o  si  i  c  a  1    o  r    p  ^^  vj  s  i  c  a  1 
actions    alone    and   have    established   si£inif ic£>nt    nesJative   correlations 
I, h    S S  ( B  T^ o w ri    e  t    a  1 »  j  1 9 7 5  5  J e n k  i  n s  v  1 979?  L a    R o c c o    e  b    a  1  <.  v  1 9 Q 0  j  I...  i  n    e t    a  1  ♦  » 
79i!paykel    et    3l.»1980).       Miller    X    In<=fham(  1976)conclude    that    "confid- 
us"    serve    to    shield    one    ai;Jainst    both    physical    and    PsycholoiSical    dis- 
Jersy while    acauaintances    will    at    most   buffer    asia ins t    physical    ill- 

...'    term    "PI-IYS"    refers    to    the   physical  (or    psychosomatic )  effects  y 
,  ,..i:i. ;  I'..;    1  roifi    unusual    tiredness    to    serious    or    chronic    ailments    such    as 
.  ...ers    and    colitl  "  - overs    purely    mental    or    emotional    effects^ 

ii^any    of    which    are    sy;?!?- ouiii::>    tr    depressionianwiety  y  i  rritabil  ity  yboredomv 

s u i c i d a  1    f  e e  1  i ii £J s » e t c *  )  » 

v'  RESEAI\CH  METHODS 


lie  data  with  which  to  test.,  these  hypotheses  were  collcc-cea 
.  ..;iii  a    random  sample  of  full-time  resident  students  at  Sweet  Briar- 
llesie  for  womenynear  Lynchbursiy  Vi  r?-3inia»   Ule  have  already  pointed  out 
.;ie  of  the  advantasfes  in  studv.)in^  a  colles^e  population  ( less  variation 
a s? e  y  c  1  a s s  y  e d u c a  t  i  o ri  y  e  t c »  o f  S s  y  1  e «;  s  d  i  v e  r s e  e n  v  i  r^ o 1 1 m a 1 1 1, a  1  s t  r e s s - 
ii)  .  Consider  insii  a  unisex  sampleyand        Mcular  an  all-female  oneyis 
..itified  by  previous  find:       In- studies  in  which  the  two  sexes  are 


jpa red i'WOirien  in  S'  :i. cantl^;       ;er  correlations  bet- 

.;on  G9  ana   Stress (.Hlh..  Gfttvnberiiiv  1976?  Miller  X  InsJhsmy  19 

76) «  Mechanic <  76 )su<^i=iei;it.:>  Li  tat  women  are  brou'^ht  up  to  seek  solace  more 
,;n  troubled  f  with  in  teres  tin. -a  imK-li  cat  ions  concern  in  <^  SS*  Other  studies 
/ e  f  o c u s s e d  e x c  1  u s  i  v e  1  ^-.i    a n  w o iii e ri  ( B  i" o w n  e t  a  1  ♦  v  1 9 7 5 »  P a y k e  1  e t  a  1  ♦  y 

The  relative  isolation  aind    homosJeneity  of  tiie  Sweet  Briar  student 
;  ulation  compared  to  most,  womosn's  colles?es  contributes  to  its  auslif- 
:;i  t  i  o  n  s  f  o  r  t  h  i  b  r  e  s  e  a  r>  a  h    p  r  o  J  e  cy! 

Anonymous  questionnaires  were  Flrfcsd  .i. ii  Z^iti    :i. ntercamr-us  mail  boxes 
by  sysematically  pickini-l  e\     ''    '  name  in  the  phone  di  rectory  (omit  L- 
■  ;:..i  part-time  and  non- resident,  stuvients)  f  The  sample  size  was  determined 
.  rapolation  from  a  S£Mriple""Si::.   '  '  '     An  approximate  third  was 
,:i  jsed  of  freshmen*   Early  in  tiie  souiestev    thew  are  likely  to  differ 

■Jill    upperclassmen  in  terms  of  SS  and  stressors  due  to  the  unfamiliar 

'  e  place  and  people(  lower  8S5  adjustment  to  colles^e  life) 
,u:.i  ^,ia-ii>    conducted  later  in  the  semester-y when  these  differences  wer;. 
liiewhat  attenuated y and  we  did  not  propose  to  comf^are  cl asses y but 
l.y  obtain  a  descripti     "  ''       '  'ion  and  run  correlations 


. ..:  1^; ■->  L  .1.  u ;  i I ! <:;: :i  relevant  1  i  terature  «  Stan-- 

Jized  test'  ..urad  suitable  but  were  adapted 

the  college  si  cu3  ci.  ;ji  :  v   :  i.-eins  were  selected  from  as  many  studies  as 
.::essary  to  include  the  distinct  components  (described  above) of  the  var 
bles  SS  and  Stres;:.    '"■  ;:;e  items  we       vsred  either  on  a  4-Point 
.;;le(from  "rarely"  or  ,  :!.5%  to"  usual  I'J"  ov    86"100%)  y  or  by  "yes"  or. 

G    auesi  ■  e    was   desisSned  !  5--20   min* 

.iiQ;    uue-moi  inai  re   consi.  s  .  "    ',;ie    followinsi; 

:.>scription    inventory    (62; 


.1  :i.4";l.6  omitted?  this  has    been  used 
:,  students  auite  fv&ii  Items  :l.4"16  were  not  <a:i.ven  in  trie  source 

(Chuny  :l. 975) and  were  therefoiM^  omitted* 

27  SG  itemsvdrawn  and  adapted  from  Brown  et  al  nc  :l.975?  Dean  8  Linf 

1 9  7  7  5  D  r  a  b  e  l-:.  v  1 9  7  5  ?  E  a  t  o  n  >  i  9  7  B  ?  F  r  w  d  in  a  ri  y  :l.  9  8  i  v  M  i  :i.  I  e  r  X  :i:  I'l  <^  h  a  in  i-  :l.  9  7  6  ? 
R  u  1 1  e  r  y  :L  9  8  J.  ?  W  a  i  d  r  o  n  >  1 9  80). 

complete  test  from  anw  one  of  these  sources  could  not  be  used  for 

F>  u  r  p  o  s  e  s  b  e  c  a  u  s  e  o  f  i  r  r  b  lev  an  t  i  t  e  in  s  ( r*  e  f  e  r  r  i  n  «.{  to  s  p  o  u  s  e>  s  o  r  f  a  in  :i.  ].  y 

life) and  no  sin<Sle  test  covered  all  the,  aspects  we  were  interested  in* 

39  Stress  indicatorsyencountered  in  a  number  of  stress  studies y 

w&T-e    specified  in  a  list  desisJned  bw  Hel  1  iwel  1  ( :l.  981  )  as  a  measure  of 
■burnout.   This  test  seemed  none  the  less  the  most  appropriate  for  our 
.idyyfor  a  coupJe  ress        Iher  medical  indexes  used  in    life-event/ 
health  effects  studies<e»id*Cornell 's)  were  not  suitable  as  they  were  des- 
isined  to  pick  up  serious  i  llnessesi' lonsi-term  effects  which  would  not  be 

;y  common  in  a  "normally  stressed"  populations' and  they  tend  to  over 

■  look  the  minor  year lie r  symptoms.   Hell iwel 1  defines  "burnout"  as  the 

•ntal  Biid    physical  exhaustion"  occurrinsj  amoni^  people  with  hi;Jh  exp- 
.,3tions  for  themselves  and  "unrealistic  «ioals"  i!  stressful  life  eventsi' 
author  susSsiestsi' increase  the  risk  of  burnout  in  such  people  .Stress? 
i   as  we  defined  it>has  enousih  in  common  with  this  notion  of  burnout  for 
to  adopt  the  burnout  symptom  ciiecklist  with  limited  chan;Jes. 

in  addition  to  measurement  of  variabless/a  validity  test  from  the 

;  Iv  the  K-test        eluded  >•  with  which  to  control  for  "f  akins^-;^ood " 
■.Jill    Ss  responses  to  a  true-false  test.   More  than  12  "false"s  is  an 
J  i  cat  ion  of  "  fakinsj"  ?  distort  insi  responses  in  t!ie  socially  desirable 
i  ection. 

ms  refer  rinsJ  to  lif  e--events  pf  rom  Holme  and  Rahes  life-event 

entoryy  adapted  to  student  life-stylev  are  another  screeninsi  dBvice 


:>,   3  f  f  e  c  t  e  cJ  i  u  d  i  v  :i.  d  1..1  a  Is  r&  n  d  e  r  :i.  ri  <^  t  h  e  m  in  o  v  e  s  1..1  s  c  e  p  t  .i.  b  I  e  t  a 
: ess  disorders +   We  can  thus  ensure  that  correlations  between  low  SS 
J  hiiiU)  stress  btb   not  "due  to"  extraordinary  pressujpis  by  controllings 
.  "Crisis"  or  by  eliininatins^S  Ss  with  a  recent  history  of  stressful 
e-eventsy and  determininsJ  whether  the  SS/S tress  relationship  still 
r  sov  our  hypothesis  is  suFPor^ted.  If  not? we  at  least  will  have 

•  have  provided  results  consistent  with  the  many  studies  we  cited  that 

'  show  social  support  to  be  3  buffe re; r  of  stress  in  crisis  or  post -crisis 

•  esses* 

An  open-ended  (question  asks  students  about  changes  in  their 

feelin'Ss  since  earlier  in  the  seinester*   This  may  reveal  how  conscious 
--they  themselves  btb    of  the  relationships  and  the  role  of  the  variables 
we  have  distini^Suishedy  as  well  as  providin?^  a  Ji^eneral  trend  if  there  is 
one « 

fhe  survey's  inevitable  len;^thiness  was  likely  to  neiifatively  affect 
•  response  rate? so  all  attempts  were  made  to  encourage  recipients  to 
\   complete  it  anyway.   !■•;& minder  slips? public  announcements  in  the  college 
f'  dinin?^  hall?  and  a  redistribution  of  the  test?  we  re  a  maJor  part  of  this 
.  ort.Althousih  no  financial  reward  was  offered? we  hoped  the  completion 
would  be  seeri  as  a  reward  in  itselfyand  from  comments  either 
[  heard  or  written  on  completed  ess*  this  appears  to  have  been  Justified 
[,  <  A  p  p  e  11  d  i  ;■;  B )  »   l-l  o  w  e  v  e  i^  ?  t  h  e  (s  *  w  a  s    a  p  p  a  r  e  n  1 1  y  n  o  t  <:^  o  m  p  1  e  t  e  d  p  r  :i.  m  a  r  i  1  \:i 
hisjhly  stressed  students  as  one  misiht  have  feareddable  I?App»  D)  . 
help  reduce  bias  in  the  respondents? and  increase  the  response  rate y an 
,  eal  was  made  that  a  fellow  student  needed  their  cooperation  to  com- 
:vte  an  Honor's  thesis  otherwise  doomed  to  failure*   The   histo<Sram  and 
,  V  e  ( A  p  p  B )  r^  e  f  1  e  c  t  t  h  e    o  u  t  c  o  m  e  s  o  f  the  s  e  a  1 1  e  m  p  t  s  t  o    :i.  n  c:-  r  e  a  s  e  t  h  e  r  a  t  e  <, 
..;nks  to  Sweet  Briar's  small  si;:e  and  compact  nature?  students  could  be 


roBchB  d  p  e  r  s  o  n  a  1 1  v<  w  :i.  t  h  t  h  is  re  a  u  e  s  t  >  a  n  d  i'  &  c  i  p  i  ( •■  ii  t,  s  t  r  a  c  !<.  e  d  d  o  w  ri  t  o 
Pick  UP  completed  tssy  :i.f  necessarMj*   The  f:i.na:i.  response  rate  was  vJusi 
over  62'X.    (:l.53  respondents)  »   This  was  considered  adeauate  to  K«ener- 
ali;ie  to  the  Sweet  Briar  student  population*  , 

..  codebook  provides  the  " translation " of  each  level  of  response 
into  3  fiaure  which  enabled  the  researcher  to  create  a  data  file 
which  was  then  compiled  and  analvjsed  bw  comPuLer  pro>.-.irams » 

roi^irams  were  written  in  Basic  to  compute  each  subject's  scores  for 
StressySSs-SEvCONF' i'POF'yPHYS  and  F'SYCH  stress i- Crisis  and    K-score. Var-'- 
iables  were  directly  correlated  with  one  anotho:;r  b>^j  a  l-'earson-corr- 
elation  proaram  v  and  corr'elated  with  a  3rd  variable  controlled  for 
with  a  partial  correlation  proi^ramc   Mini  tab  was  used  for  re.<^ressions  y 

,cu  rvesuhistoa  rams  !■  and  t -tests  «   Most  of  these  t- tests  on  the  difference 

r 

in  means  in  different  sJ roups  were  one-tailed  tests  as  our  hypotheses 
specified  whether  we  expected  to  find  a  mean  his/her  or  lower  each  time* 
.  iie  scores  for  all  the  variables  were  converted  to  a  standardised 
;  T-scorevwith  a  mean  of  50  and  standard  deviation  of  lOvto  facilitate 
r  comparisonvbut  all  fissures  and  tables  display  the  orii^inal  scores* 


V       RESULTS 


ble    I    d:i.s!^'l«n:<s    the?    direct    correlatiLons    between    all    variables* 
b  1  e    1  i  D i  r e c t    c: q r  r e ]. a t  i o ri s    b e t w e a r i    b 1 1    var  i  a b  1  e <:■;  <, 

Stress       F'HYS       F'SYCH  SS  CONF  PDF'  BL         Lrisx 


Stress 

PHYS 

PSYCH 

SS 

CONF' 

GP 

se: 

-Crisis 
K 


1  .9:32         ■■■•<.  303 

.495         -,24:l. 

1  -■.234 


*" " " 

" 

" " 

277 

-  .249 

■■■■ « 355 

.391 

-.359 

193 

■-.167 

-.182 

.383 

-.254 

220 

-.208 

-  .  3 1 9 

.301 

-.321 

764 

.794 

.404 

-.273 

.177 

:l. 

.482 

:l. 

.  308 

:l. 

-.185 

-.248 

.202 

105 

.402 

262 

FiiS    la)    and    b)    show    Stress    as    a    ■runction    of    SS    and    SE  v  respectively . 
Histo^^rams  jplotsy  and    additional    tables    are    ^iven    in    Append  Ik    D. 
Both    SS    and    SE    appear    si;;inificantlw    nejiiatively    correlated    with    Stress? 
the    respective    "r"s    beinsi    -.303    and    -.355. 
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Fig    lb)    Stress    as    a    function    of    Socio-economic    status 


Relati  oiisii;i,  p  Detweeri  bcu::  :i.  <:f  .1.  <:>upporL  ar\6    St  re 


;:>3  scoreiii  ran<Jed  from  ••••t96  to  :l.  4468  with  3  mean  of  c»36  ( :;>d"-,:> . -t^:: ;  an 

d:i. an  of  8.8.   Stresiii  was  compared  :i. n  Low  and  H:i. <•.![■)  S^  <;( roups  with  the 
.it off  point  at  the    median ^ and  Stress  was  found  si<iJnif icantly  fiii^her 
,  '^  ,  ()i22  >  t^^^^2»  536  V  df  ^=^^150  )  » 
I"' o  r    b  r' e V  i  t \:i  1    ;:; h hvew :i.  a t  i  o ri s  f  o  v    V\  i  i^ h  y  M e d  i.  1..1  iri  ;;; ri d  !... o w  w  i  1 1    b t    t  i  in e <;;  be 
.>ed  in  text  and  tablesCrespectiveiy  VVii    Medv  and  Lo)« 

..  ress  scores  >•  with  a  mini  mum  of  0  and  maximum  of  ZAs-aiso  were  divided 
at  the  median » 14 (with  the  median  itself  included  in  the  Low  Stress  cat- 
eiiorw  as  the  mean  was  14,6)  y  Table  IIA  shows  the  distribution  of  Hi<:Jh 
id  Low  Stress  depend  in<^^  on  level  of  SS*   The  t -test  v  for  mean  Stress  in 
;. i^h  vs  Low  SS  s^roupysSave  p-*006  that  this  difference  was  due  to  chance 
.,  one  ( t=-2  ♦  536  v  df  ^^^l  50 )  . 
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SS  was  further  divided  into  hisih  y  medium  s- and  low  SS(see  Table  IyApp«D) 
lid  his^hly  sisinif leant  differences  emerfied  between  Stress  levels  in 
;:ch  cateaorwS  Low  vs  Hi^Sh  SSv  p^-^^  .009  ( t^^^  2*  4  i^  df-70)  ?  Low  vs  Med  SS  y  p^^^^ »  0013 

.  t^^:^3  . 1 1  y  df  ==70  )  y  Hi<^h  vs  Med  SS  y  v^  .  0005  ( t^===3  .  29  1  df  =^=^84  )  . 

The  Chi-s«uare  on  this  2); 3  table  was  si <-!nif leant  at  the  .05  level  with 

X  ■-6.1ydf-2. 


iin,.    ,:>i, tarns    of    d.i.stribuL:i.an    of    H:L«fh    and    Low    Stress    in    these    different 
S  S    sf  r  a  "J  p  s  c  :i.  n    T  a  b  1  e    1 1 B  y  a  r  e    <■!:  r  a  p  h  i  c  s  1 1  w    r  e  p  r>  e  s  e  n  L  e  d    :i.  n    I-"  :i.  si    2    b  e  1  o  w . 

;:>  a  d  V  f  o  r    i  r  i  s  t  a  n  c?  e  y  1 1 1  ;;*  t    3  91    w  i  t  h    i...  u  w    S  iiJ    i  i  a  v  e    I...  o  w    <.i;  t  r  e  s  s    c  o  in  pare  d 
with    56%    in    the    Med    and    64%    in    the    HisSh    SB    j^roup*    Inv(§rse:i.y  y  61%    of    those 
with    Low    GS    have    Hi?ih    Stress    while    44%    witti    Med    and    36%    with    HirJh    SS 
suffer    f  r  o  in    H  i  ^i  h    S  t  res  -;:;  <• 


T'  a  b  1  e    1 1 B  J  S  t  r  e  s  s    b  '-.•.)    h  i  ^  h  » in  e  d  :'l  u  iti    a  n  d    1  o  w    S  S 


Low 

3  8 « 8 

(14) 


S    J    i- 


li.vih 


(22) 


9) 


;  i;;:  s  ;;; 

Mean 
8*14 

1 4  <•  4 


sd 


i    Low    b 


I     H 


Low    Stress (%) 


( 56% ) 
(64%) 


Hisih    Stress(%) 


(61%) 


( 44%) 

(36%) 


S  i:;  3 1  e      0 


100% 


100% 


»    FxB    2a)  Percentages    with    hi<^h    and    low    Stress    in    hisihi'ined    X    low    SS* 


stress 

1  ( 

16 


m,:i. 


-M. 


14 » 6~  Meandv^^i; 


\.  2 . 7 


e,?    14.7  (SS) 


6    9    15  (SB) 


F:J.<s2b)  nii;;i;iii  i-Li^ii'Ss  for  d:Lfferent  33  levels  y  c(.;iiip<3  red  to  sample  maan» 

l"n  sddltioni' the  hi  stos^rams  for  Stress  in  Hisih  and  Low  SSCsee  ApPvD) 
a  skewed  respectively  towards  low  and  hidh  Stress  scores. 
.  1  f  i  ri a  :i.  t a b  1  e  f  o r    S t  r e s s  b i-t    S S    1  e v e  1  s  c^ a n    b e  f  o u ri d  i  i -i  A p p e n d  i  ;•;  D  . 

Stress  and  Self  •-esteem 


SE  scores  raniSed  from  1«3  to  3»9ywith  a  mean  at  3*106  Csd-*3B6)v 
btress  was  compared  in  the  Low  and  Hisih  SE  iiSroups  ^■  divided  at  the  inediaii 
.09.  The  t""test  was  hishly  siiiinif  leant  (  p^^^^  .  0015  v  t:^:^3  v  df^^^^i.  43 )  St  res  s  scores 
were  divided  at  the  median  i- and  the  distribution  is  shown  in  Table  1I1A» 
■  Chi-sauare  on  Table  IIIA  was  sisinif  leant  at  the  .01  level-8.2y  df -1 )  . 

,  3 b  1  e  1 1 1 A  J  S 1 1^ e s s  i  ri  l-l  ii:ih    a 1 1 d  I... o  w  S E  . 


-,.-....—- 

i...  o  w 

Hi£ih 

- 

- 

i...  o  w 

43.5 

56.5 

(34) 

(25) 

6  c'i)  .  C> 
(50) 

■?:' 

Mean     sd 
16.3    6.5 


lolel    Tabular  values  are  ^iven  in  percenta<;^es  w:i.th  freeuencies  i^i 
brackets* 


iAlLti)    BE    divided    into    Hisjih  fMediumyand    Law    SE  (  App  .D)  v  the?    foilowind    table 
and    figures    are    obtained    showin.'^    the    distribution    of    Stress    at    these? 

fferent  ievels^A  pattern  parallel  to  that  for  Stress  bn    SS  reemerdesJ 

ZSa    with  Low  SE  haK/e    Low  St  res  sy  while  531    wit!)  Med  ana  75%  with  HieO')  SE 

have  Low  Stress*  Inverse Iwi' 62?;;  with  low  SEybut  41,5%  with  Med,SE  and  25% 

with    Hi    SE    had    l~\i<:ih    Stress* 

"  i... 

The  t- tests  on  Stress  at  the  different  levels  of  SE  a  re    sirfnificaiit  at 

--L 

the  followinsii  levels  JO  (  rounded  off  at  4  di£Jits)for  Lo  vs  Hi  ( t -"Sf  df  •- 54)  , 

*04  for  Lo  vs  Med(  t===l  *  73y  df  ^^-=88) 

,0095  for  Med  vs  Hi  ( t^^^^2  *  41  v  df  ^^^54  ) 

.;    uhi-sauare    on    this    table    is    sis^nificant    at    *01(X    -10  v  3y  df  ■■•2)  « 
i  a b  J.  e    i  .;.  J.  i)  i  ;:>  (.  r e s ^i    by    H i  3 1  i  y  h e d  :i.  ti m  y  a ri d    I... o w    3 £  , 


Low    SE 


:ii    SE 


■■    T  R    E    S    S 

Low             Hisih  Mean 

37*7            62*2  17*2 

;:;••■' ^  (44) 

Sij.'i           41*5  :i. 'ivi 
(45)             (32) 


75  *  0 
(21) 


25*0  10*4 

( 7 ) 


sd 
6*6 


4  *  9 


i  w    S  t  r^  e  s  s 

(38%) 


ii ;.-in    Stress 


(62%) 


(41%) 

%) 


100%       0  100% 

iii    3a)  :Percenta<^es    with    hiah    and    low    Stress    in    HisShyMed    8i    Low    SE    s^roup 


St  re 


1  4 


( :l.  8 ) 


Stress 


2.8 


.  4  .  6  ( Mean    n  ■  ■■  :i.  vj  .:> . 


;l.  .8      3.09      4(SE) 
Lq  Hi 


8    2.9    3,5       4    (SE) 

1  III  h 


Fi.  <S    3b)  J  Mean    Stress    far    vary:!,  n.?.?    SE    levels  n  corn  r- a  red    to    sairiFle    mean. 

The    h:i.sto3raiiis    for    Stress    in    low    and    hi  ah    3E    are    skewed    respectively 
t  o  w  3 1'  d  s    h  i  B  h    a  1 1  d    1  o  w    S  t  r  e  s  s    s  c  o  v  e  s  (  A  p  p « Ii )  . 

Table    II    in    Appendix    D    shows    this    pattern    of    distribution    when    Stress 
,    also    d i  V i d e? d    i n t o    l-l  i  si h  c  M e d    a n d    I... o w  . 

Effects    of    SS    and    SE    coiiibined . 


1 1  e    c  o  V  V  e  J.  <i  1 1  o  n    o  etwee  n  S  E    a  n  d    S  S    :i.  s    s  :i.  :.-i  1 1  :i.  r  :i.  c  b  n  t    a  i"i  d    p  o  ii;  i  c  :i.  v  e  /  <;i  ■::.    ; '  i  •  e  u  ■• 

404. In    subjects  low    in    both    SS    and    SEsthe    mean    Stress    level    it 

.iiy.i..;    ijubJects    hii:!h    in  both?  it    is    :l.  2.1.  Table    IV    and    the    fiiiiure    below 

.Qw    the    distribution    of  hi^ih    and    low    Stress    accord insS    to    these    Groups. 


lie    .1. V$    btress    by    «i roups    of    Low    SS    X    Low    SE    and    His^li 


S   T   R   !;• 

i)    3 

L..  o  w 

HiiSh 

Low    SS    & 

Low 

SE    38.77(19) 

61.22(30) 

'Li.    SS    S    i- 


li    SE 

69.6(32) 

30.43(14) 

CI.  9 ) 

Hi<}ih   Stress 

(39:^)  " - (6VX.) 

"1.. 

Hi    SS    S    Hi    SE  - - (701)  - (30%) 

0  :l.00%  *  100% 

,:-.  one  can  see?  70%  of  those  with  s^ood  suPF-ort  combined  with  hi;^h  self- 
esteem  have  Low  Stre*:;s  v  whi 'I  e  ovev^  60%  with  f-'oor  supt-'ort  and  low  SE.  suf- 
e  r    f  r o m    l-l  J. i^h    S t  r e <ii s  <• 

Rei^ res s ions  of  St r^ ess  on  both  the  Ws    were  rui'i  to  determine  which  var 

iabie  alone  provided  fpr  strons.Usr  correlation*  To.dether  they  accounted 
for  16%  of  the  variance t       When  SE  was  entered  fivM^ityit  accounted  alone 
for  12»7%pwhen  SS  was  entered  firstvit  explained  9«3%  <, 
Similarly y when  partial  correlations  eliminated  the  effects  either  of 

r  0  F  w  a  s  r  I  e  ^  a  t  i  v  e  1  y  a  n  d  s  i  i:.i  n  i  f  i  t:  a  n  1 1  y  c^  o  lu^  e  1  a  t  e  d  w  i  t  f  i  S  t  r-  e  s  s  (  r  :■-  -•  *  2  5 )  « 
with  Stress  was  SEivthe  decrease  beinsi  more  important  for  SS  vs  Stress 
(SS  vs  Stress  now  ••••^iOSi'SE  vs  Stress  -«266)« 

ie  median  level  of  SS  in  the  low  stress  si  roup  was  10*3  compared  to 
8*8  in  the  hisSh  stress  <^roup(hisih  SS  and  medium  SS  respectively )« The 
median  level  of  SE  for  low  stress  was  3*5(hi«ih  SE)  and    for  hidh  stress 
2,9(low  SE) * 

Sue.;. .;!  S i..i p p u  r t  disa<^sS restated? 

3tro?ss  and  Popularity 

■'OF''  was  sisinif  icantly  nes;^atively  correlated  with  Stress(  r-"-.25 )  « 
PDF-'  scores  ransiied  from  •-3»4  to  5«9ywith  a  mean  at  2*8  and  sd  of  1*9* 
Stress  was  compared  in  the  Hia'h  vs  Low  POP    .droup  split  at  the  median  2*9 
and  the  t--test  found  s:i.<^nif  icant  at  .  002  ( t ^^^^2  *  7ydf^^:^  150)  * 


(20) 
In    Table    "v*    and    J.n    the    f:L<aure<:i    below    :i.s    shown    tite    d  xstri  but  Ion    of    H:i.s^h 
and    Low    Stress    in    the    Hi«ih    and    Low    F'OP    dvM:)UPS.The    difference    is    most 
notable    for    Hisih    POP    with    about    64%    with    Low    vs    36%    wyji    Hi.<^h    Stress. 
The    Chi-s«uaT>e    on    the    table    was    si^^ir  if  leant    at    .05(X    ""4«  78  *■  df -•ISO)  ♦ 

I  -iij o  1  e    V  ;  ':::■  z  v  e  s lii    b  ■■J    l-l  i  £i h    B n d    L o  w    !•■'  o f-  u  1  ;;>  r  i  t \:i  <, 


POP 


s   r  R  1 

:  s  s 

1...  o  w 

HisJh 

Mean 

sd 

Low 

46 . 1 

(35) 

53.9' 

( -r'  ^ 

16.1 

7.1 

Hiai) 

63.6 
(49) 

36.  ^c 
(28) 

■      4 

Low    Stress  HisJh    Stress 

Low    POP      :46%)  (54%) 

Hi    POP      ~ (64%)     '  (36%) 


lOi 


.00% 


Fin    5a)  JPercentaiiies    of    subjects    in    Hi    S    Low    POP    with    Hi    S    Low    St  re 


Stres: 


:l.  4 


<•  6  (Me B n    f  o  r-    I'l ■"■  1 5 3  ) 


•■••4         2.9         6    (POP) 
Low         His^h 

F  i  s!    5  b )  i  M  e  a  n    S  t  r  e  s  s    i  i  'i    I -I  i  !:i  h    14    I...  o  w    F'  0 1"' . 

Jian    POP    levels    in    Hisiih    Stress    subjects    were    2.35(ie    Low    POP) compared 

OP)         fO: 


S t r e s s    a nd   Canfidi n 'J ■- r e  1  a t :i. o 1 1 s h :i. p b 

C 0 N I"'    s c o  res    r a n si e d    f  t> o ivi    4*35    t o    1 4  . 3 5  v  w  i  L h    ;;*    iri e a i"i    ;:; i 'i d    in e d  ;i.  a n    o  f    9  <,  '5 
d^^^2»2) /Ihe    t-test    for    Streiss    ;ln    Himh    vs    Low    CONF(d:i.v:i.ded    at    median) 
J  as    si<Sn;i.f:i.cant    at    »0027    ( t  ^^^^2.82  ydf^^^^  148  >  » 

le    ChJ. ■•••scsuare    based    on    the    f reauencMri    distribution    of    Hi<^h    and    Low 
Mress    in    the    Hi<^h    and    Low    CQNF    s^j roups    was    not    sii^nif icant    at    the    .05 

ior    were    the    dxfferosnces    si  significant    when    the    top    107;;    CONF 
iLress    levels    were    compared    to    those    of    the    lowest    10%    CDNFdable    VLB) 

.•.:iD.i.  e    V  .;.  11 V  ;:)U  i'ess    ;i.  n    ri:i.  sn    a  fid    Low    CONF    d:i.  v:i.  cieLi    bt.     t.iic    iiieu:i.  i:;M  v 


CONF 


S    T    R 

i::. 

Hxsih 

Mean 

sd 

Lo 

49*3 
(37) 

50.6 

(38: 

16.2 

6.8 

Hi 

60.2 
(47) 

3?. 
( 3  :L  : 

Low  Stress 

\     Low  CON  I-" .„ (49%) 

'  ') 7.    I... o w  '  '■-■  "■ ' 

n.i.  CONF..- ,-■ 

\    1 0  %  t  o  p 


Hi-^h  Stress 


,„..„ _...(51%) 

_...  (53%) 


(40%) 


100% 
a  roups  with  Hx  and  Lo  St re 


(22) 


Table  V IB  J  Stress  in  10%  highest  and    10%  lowest  CONF  droup 


S  r'  R    E.    S  S 


Low 

I-I  :i.  > 

.ih 

10%  Lowest 
(scores<6«  4 ] 

46*6 
(7) 

'53.3 
( 8 ) 

( :i.  5 ) 

:ONF 

10%  Top 
(scores>12) 

60 
(9) 

40.0 
(  6  )     c : 

.5) 

\- 

- 





14.  6  (Me  an  for  n:^:^153) 


3 . 0 


4.35     9.5     14.35 
Low      Hi;;ib 


FifiS  6b) 'Mean  Stress  in  Hi<^h  S  Low  CONF  divided  at  median . 


Mil        .1.  ;  I  wK  it;-,  t,  .1.  M?;.i       LJ  ;..■■::>!-:  r  V  .,>  I,  .1.  U  I  1       .,.::;.       that       thO       d  1  f  f  &  T' Iv.' i  K.;  Iv.' -:>       i.  r-vM,  W  !:.•  f  I  I       li  .1.  IM  I  i       and 

'  rw    Stress    btg    as5a in    inore    impor'tant    in    the    Hidh    CONF    <^ roup  (Tables    1K> 
.i    B  i-  b o 1 1 o iti    r o us)  as    w a s    t  r u e    f  o  y^    I"' o p    a n d    f  a  r    1 1 1 e    d  1  o b a  1    S S    s c o  r e s  (see 
Liles    IV    and    k^iy bottom    rows). 

lie    Media  r-i    C  0  N  F    1  e  v  e  1    f  o  i^    s  u  b  ■..>  >.■.■:  ;.:■  \.-  ■:■.:■    x  u  w     1. 1 1    :::i  I,  r  ■  i.  ■  ■.:■,  ■■.:■,    w  >.>  -■    J.  :i.  .  1  (i.e.    I-I  :i.  s  n 
'     opposed    to    B.l    in    Hisih    stress    subjects  ( ie    Low    CONF). 


r\  <:::  .1.  ■::;  I,    I.  V  <.:.       '::.■  I 


[      '-..A.) '.'i ■■■      cji  M..I     r  t.;r      i.j;--i.ii  i     o  '..  rt-' ; 


T h e    re<^ress  i  a n    o f    S t  r e s s    i..i p o r i    C 0 N F    ;ij ri d    P 0 P  y  i  n    t h ;:; t    o  y^ d e  r^  y  s h owed 

;;t  together  CONF  and  POP  accounted  for  9.4%  of  the  Stress  variance 

■JF  alone  accounted  for  8.0%  and  POP  alone  accounted  for  6.25%. 


CGNF  and  POP  were  corre:i.ated  with  r--".48  for  the  total  <;iairiPle(rv-:L53)but 

::  Hi  ah  Stress  i^iSroup  the  correlation  was  .59  coini-'ared  to  .;3a  in 
tiie  Low  Stress  siroui-' « 

SE  was  siiiinif icantly  correlated  with  boifi  CGNF  and    POP  to  about  the 
same  extent ( .308  and  ♦30A)., 
The  removal  of  the  effects  of  SE  bvj  partial  correlations  left  CONI" 

.i.i^htly  more  strons^ly  related  to  Stress  than  POP  (  respect ivel;^  *19  and 
.  :i,  6 ) . 

Stress  disa<S«Sre<;J3ted5Physical  and  Pswcholosiical  Stress. 


SE  was  siiSnif  icantly  correlated  only  with  PSYCI-K  r-""".32)  and  not  with 
PHYS  (r^^--.13). 

S S  w a s  s  i  s n  i  f  i  c a ri 1 1  \j    c a  r  r e  1  a t e d  w  i  L b    b o t h    P i-l Y S  a ri d  F' S Y 0 H  ?  c o iti p b  r •  e d  w  i  I h 
S E  J  S S  was  m o  t' e  s t  r o n <A  1  y  r e  1  a t e d  t o  !•■' i-l Y S  (  r ■-  .  2 4 )  a 1 1 d  .1. e s <i;  t, o  P S Y C hi  (  r -■■  .23)  . 
Wrien  PHYS  and    PSYCH  were  divided  at  their  medians  y  the  mean  SS  was  found 
to  differ  sisjnif leant ly  both  in  hxj^h  vs  low  PHYS  stress  and  in  hi<;?h  vs 
.  low  PSYCH  stress. The  t-tests  were  sis^n.  respectively  at  .  017?  ( t:::^2. 136!- 
(  df===76)  and  at  .  0003 (t^^^^3.  563  v  df^^::62)  . 


.e  median  SS  level  in  hi:^h  PSYCH  was  6.4  as  opposed  to  10.3(h;i.sih  SS) 
,  1  o w  F-' S Y C I-l  y  i i-i  !i i £< h    P H Y S  i  t  w a s  7  . 1  c: o m p ;i; r e d  t o  9 .  7  i ri  1  o w  P H Y S . 
or  PHYS  stressyr(P0P):^:>--.166  and  r  (CONF)  ^^^^■- .  193  P  f  or  PSYCH  st  ress  y  r  (  POP ) 
.  207  y  and  r  (CONF )  ^^>- .  220  (  see  Table  X). 

an  CONF  scares  were  found  to  differ  si;.-.inif leant Iw  between  Hisih  and 

w  PSYCH  3t  .0185  (t::^:2.  12  ydf^=:^76)  and  Hi  and  Lo  PHYS  at  .  0155  ( t-2  .  2  y  df -^^60 


was    sii^nif  leant ly    correlated    with    PSYCH    but    not    with    PHYS    (  resp•••• 
t  i  v  e  1  ^j    r'  -■■■  ■■■■  .319    and    i'  -=  -• .  1 8  2 )  y    S  S    w  a  s    iri  o  r  e    s  1 1^  o  rr  <;i  1  \:i    a  o  r^  t'  e  1  a  ted    t  'n  a  ri    S  E 


witii  l-'HYo '.  I-'--- V  ..■'(. I.  )  and  J.eus  w.i.ti)  P ;:.  v  l  i-i ;  r -•■•<..:>:) -j;  * 

iien  SS  was  controlled  forySE  remained  significantly;  related  to  Sties; 
vjnd  PSYCH  stress  (••".266  and    -» 253 )» When  SE  was  controlled  for » the  corr 
e  1  a t J. o ri s  b e t w e e n  S 3  <ij 1 1 d  t h e  d e p  ♦  v £> r i  a b  1  e s  b e c a m e  r i o n - s  i «$ n i f  :i.  c: a i"i t » W i  t h 
Stressv  F'HYS  and  PSYCH  the  new   values  were  ■■■■«  lB6y  •■•• » 12*  and  -vlS^  resp- 
ective 1  w  ( s  e  e  T  a  b  1  e  v*  1 1 )  . 

Table  VII J  Partial  correlations  controllings  for  K  y  Crisis  v  Stress  ySS  Hi  SI: 


:un  t-ro.i.  .1. e 
variable 


Correlated 
variable. 

S  S  V  S  S  t  T'  e  ;;>  ill  ^  ■  V  ^:■■  U  ,:> 
SS  vs  PHYS  (•■•■*  241  ) 
3S  vs  PSYCH(--*234  ) 
SS  vs  SE( ^404  ) 
CONF  vs  StreBs(--«27: 
CONF  vs  SE( ,308  ) 
POP  vs  Stress  (■-,249  ,■ 
POP  vs  SEC ,307  ) 
BE    v^:>  St  ress  ( •■■• ,  3u5  j 
■  vs  PHYSC-,182  ) 


190 


361 


289 

097 


St  re 


095 
253 


.86 
.36 


138 


I  Other  variables  controlled  for  were  Crisis (neiiiative  1  if e-events)and 

Iv h e  "  f  a k  i  n si ■••■  <:i o o d  "  t  e s  t, )  a s  b o t h  w e r e  s t  t- on <=<  1  w  c.^ o  r^  r^ e  1  a t e d  w  i  t h    s  t  r e s s 
d  si<.=inif icantly  related  to  at  least  one  of  the  independent  variable; 


Effects  of  CrJ.<:>e<:>? 


C  r  i  B  i  s  w  ;ii  s   c  o  v  v  (s  1  a  t  e  d  wit  h   S  t  r  g  s  s  (  .390)  a  n  d   n  b  si  a  t  :i.  v  e  .1.  y  c  o  r-  x^ela  t  a  d  w  i  t  h 
SS  and  SEC  respect i vol y  •-♦273  and  ••"♦2M8 )  .  In  addition)' the  mean  Crisis  in 

w  stress  subjects  was  2.4(sd~2.5)  and  the  mean  in  h^^Sh  stress  subjects 
was  4*  7  V  when  Stress  scores  were?  divided  into  His^hyLowy  and  Medium  (see 
Table  IvApf  ID*  The  t-test  on  these  Crisis  scores  was  si<-?nif  icant 
at  .05(t  ■"l«85?df-18>  »But  thousiih  the  ran<^e  was  0  to  9ythe  overall  Crisis 
mean  was  at  3*  06(  sd--2«  3)  ?  corresponding  to  an  averasie    low  number  of 
stressful  lif  e--events  .The  histosiram  for  the  distribution  of  Crisis  (see 
Appendix  D)  shows  92  iSO'Z)    of  the  subjects  have  scores  below  3y 
and  the  remaining,}  40%  are    clustered  mostly  between  4  and  6  (ma;.'imum-"-9 )  . 

V  t-test  on"  stress  in  hi<Sh  and  low  Crisis  y  divided  at  the  medians' is 
sisSnif  leant  at  ♦0010(t==:3.  14pdf=  120)  « Mean  Stress  was  17*3  in  Hi  Crisis 

i  ~  6 »  5 )  a  n  d  1 2 » 8  i  i"i  I...  o  w  C  r  i  s  i  s  * 

Differences  between  3E  in  Hi  and  Lo  Crisis  were  si.dnif leant  at  ,001 
318  p  df --120)  yas  was  the  difference  between  SS  in  the  2  s^Sroups  ( t--3. 2? 
I  df  ""120)  ♦  Whfsn  Crisis  levels  were  compared  in  his^hest  and  lowest  Stress 

::;ups(see  Table  lyApp^IDvthe  t-test  was  sisinif leant  at  »05(t-l*? 

>  df -13). 

,  PHYSical  Stress  was  more  strori;.-.5ly  correlated  with  Crisis  than  was  PSYCH? 

►  respectively  r"-.38  and  .30? this  is  worth  notinsf  as  all  other  variables 

I 

I  were  either  eaually  related  or  more  stron;=ily  related  to  PSYCH. 

,ien  partial  correlations  were  run  to  control  for  the  effects  of  Cris- 
>SE  remained  s  i  <Sn  if  leant  Iw  correlated  with  PHYS  and  sSlobal  Stress 
L^spectively  r""-.265  and  r  •■•■■.  29  )  pan  d  SS  remained  s  i  i^n  if  leant  Iw  correl- 
■J  d  with  3 1 T^  e  s  s  (  .22)  . 


ides  the  partial  correlations  run  aboveythe  variables  SS  and  SL 

e  correlated  with  Stress  independently  in  the  Low  and  the  Hisih  Crisi 


£{ roups* These  correlat:i.Dns  cairiG?  out  stror\<:ier    in  the  l-lii.ih  Crisis  iJroupy 
but  the^ri  remained  sisiinificant  in  the  Low  Crisis  £5 roup  where  subjects 

...Jects  with  inore  than  3  X  if  e -events  had  been  el.  iminii^ted  *  The  corr- 
elations obtained  in  each  case  are    displaced  below. 

Table  Ul  II I  Correlations  between  BSvSEi-and  Stress  for  varyins^  Crisis 

levels. 


~ " -  ••"  •" " 

• — — 

Global 

Hij=ih 

St. 

vs 

stress 

••*357 

■■• .  332 

BS 

vs 

Stress 

-♦305 

-,263 

.  .....,,  V ..  ..,■  ..;f  Stress  as  a  function  of  SS  and  SEvwhen  Hisih  Crisis  is  eli 

lated  31:''  •'•■"'■■<■■■    :■;  i  <:(^>  ry-\<::i<z     ;  <;:  f-fH-,~::  ;  ri-v.  ,-:.v,:-!  ,:>  I  or, /::■•,  f  ■■■::>  r,    h^  found  in  App,D* 


P  f  e  (1^  t  s  o  f  "  F  a  k  :i.  n  ?^  -  s.«  o  o  d "  ( K  )  ? 


w  a  s  n  a  t  s  i  si  n  i  f  i  c  a  ri  1 1  \:i    c  o  rr  e  1  a  t  e  d  w  i  t  'n    S  S  ( r-  -" ,  1 7 )  . 

;ien  partial  correlations  were  run  to  control  for  Ks-the  relationships 

twee i-i  S S  y  S I:-  y  ii n d  S t  T^ e s s  r e ivi b i  r-i e d  s  i  <-i i 'i i  f  i  c a ri 1 1  f  o  r  S E    v !i;  S t  r e <i; ^;>  y  r "-  -  *  2 5 

10  for  PSYCH  r^^:-,22yfor  SS  vs  St  ress  y  r:::^-,26  with  K  controlled  for? 
,:Qth  CDNF  arid   POF-'  remained  sis^n.  ■■■■:-- -"lated  with  P '.- .;i  :;:<:■  f -.,::>';' :■?  ;:iiM;i 

2  2  7  r  e  s  p  e  c  t  i  v  e  1  y  ) 

1 1  most    60%    of    the    i  t.v  -  ,■  u .  i :. .,  t; , :  i.,  :::■    ,,«..,.    ,N    ::>,....,  i  ..:.,    no    ^rcator    than    12(i.e*the 
it-off    point    above    which    sub  ejects    can    be    suspected    of    "fakind")y 

;d    both    ineaii    and    median    were    les';-     '■ '■ -r  ■••)    i.ik  ........    .i.  •-.....    or,    .■,,;■.:•-—!<     >  m  !  h 


L o w  K  s c o  r e s  <  :l.  2  o  v    u n d e  r )  w k  r e  c o m p iu  r^ e d  w  :i.  t Y)    t h e    I-l  :i.  .<..! h    K    s  t u d e n  b s  y 
s:i.<Sn:if:i.cant  differences  were  found  in  their  SE  i  eve  is  <:ind  Stress 
aresybut  not  in  their  SS  ievel  ( t  (SE)  ^^^^3  ♦  1  y  df  ^^^  i24>' sii^n  ,  at  »002P 
3E )  ^^^3  >  6 »  df^:^:  124?  siiifSn  ♦  at  .  0005  ?  t  ( SS )  -  *  62  y  df  "■:l.24  v  cannoj^  reject  at  ♦  05 ) 
.,-i  with  Crisis  y  we  ran  the  cor  relations  between  SSvSE  and  Stress  ind- 
ependently in  the  Low  and    Hi<:ih    K    i-iroups  y  to  eliiTiinate(  f  rom  the  former) 
the  subjects  whose  response  could  be  biasinsf  t?ie  results*  In  the  table 
belowythe  correlations  within  the  Hi  K  <..<roup  are    strons.n::r  than  the 
jd  1  o  b  a  1  c  o  r^  r  e  1  a  t  i  on  ;ii  y  b  i..i  t  t  h  e  w  r  e  iri  a  i  n    s  i  ;^  n  i  f  i  a  a  n  t    i  n  t  h  e  "  I'l  o  n  ~  f  a  I-;,  i  i'  i  e?  " 
sfroup* 

;..ile  IX  i  Correlations  for  var^;f  inrf  levels  of  K « 


\    ••••    bcores 

Global 

Hii^f. 
■■■  *  36 

1...  o  w 
■■■•.27 

SE 

and 

3  t  r^  e  ;;>  s 

■■■•»35 

'6 ;:; 

and 

Stress 

-.30 

-.36 

■■.25 

.;;  curves  of  Stress  as  a  function  of  SS  and  SE  y  when "  fakers "  are    eliirr^^^ 
:i.  I ■) a t e d  a ri d  w h e n  o ri  1  y  "  f  a k e r^ s "  a  r e  c o ri ^:i  i  d e r e d  v  c a I'l  b e  -p o u ri d  ;i.  r\    A p p e I'l d i  ;-c  I.'  < 


VI  ANAL  lb, I.  o  HNiJ  iilSCUSSION 


■  ri  our  hypotheses  we  predicted  that  SS  and  SE.    both  would  be 
,1  i:i,  ricantlw  nepjatively  correlated  with  Stressyand  positively  with 
::h  other.  The  data  confirm  this  iiSeneral  hypothesis. 
Social  suppor  t 
r  SSythe  si  ;;ini  f  leant  differ-ences  established  by  the  t^^test  and  Chi^ 
.1  a  r  e  y  a  ii  d  the  tab  1  e  s  o  f  p  e  r  c  e  i  'i  t  a  s?  e  s  (  J  a  b  ].  e  1 1 )  y  s  h  a  w  t  h  a  t    t  h  e  1  i  k  e  1  i  •■•■ 


(  28 ) 


hood  of  above  or  be:i.ow  averasfe  <i;trcsss  in  a  student  dei='ends  in  part 
upon  ievei  of  SSJthe  more  social,  support  y  the  less  i  ikeJ.  w  a  student  is 
to  suffer  hi  ah  stress.  Both  tables  sus^-^Jest  that  the  effects  of  hidh  SS 
ucins:^  or  buffering  asiainst  stress  are    inore  sisinificant  than  the 
predicted  i 11 -effects  of  low  SS* Compare  column  differences  in  I IB  in 
tfie  bottom  row  with  those  of  the  top  row* whereas  657,    of  those  with  the 
hii^hest  SS  have  low  Stress* 60%  of  the  lowest  SS  siSroup  have  hi<;ih  Stress. 
Divided  at  the  median  ?  Hi <^h  SS  subjects  have  a  62" -637,    chance  of  bavin.?.! 
Low  Stress  y  while  onlw  52%  with  Low  SS  are  at  risk  for  hiiiih  Stress<lIA). 
If  Low  SS  is  less  powerful  a  determinant ( or  at  least  predictor) of  Stres< 
level  than  is  Hiiiih  supportvit  sus^s^ests  that  a  scarcitv;  or  absence  of 

t? c) n  t  a c  1 5ii  w  i.  t  h    f  r  i  e ri d s  a ri d  f  a ivi  i  1  w  »  i  n  t  h  i  'j;  r  e  I  a  t  i  v e  1  \:f    u 1 1 s  L  r^ e s s f  u  1  e n  v  i  r 

onment  that  we  have  chosen  i- does  not  in  itself  lead  to  Stress  .This  is 
in  asSreement  with  Cassel's  claim  that  the  lack  of  SS  would  be  likely 
to  increase  the  risk  of  Stress  if  y  and  onlv.;  ifya  stressor  were  intro- 
d  u  c  e  d ( C  a  s  s e 1 y  1 976) . 
Self-esteem 


,...iain  si<;?nif  icant  t-  and    Chi-souare  tests  y  and  percentai^e  tables  (Table 
lIDshow  that  the  hiniher  the  IVythe  lower  the  likelihood  of  hi>iih  Stress. 
I  And  as^a in  the  low  and  hii^li  stress  scores  were  more  disproportionate  in 
'  the  Hi^h  SE  .<^roup  than  the  Low  y  with  75%  likelihood  of  low  stress  for 

-,a  hisshest  SE  si  roup  y  compared  to  62%  chance  of  hi<^h  stress  in  the  lowest 
^  SE  £i  roup.  Respective  likelihoods  for  Hisih  and  Low  SE  divided  at  the  med-- 
,1  were  66%  low  and  62%  hii^h  Stress. 

If -esteem  seems  to  be  a  more  effective  buffer  y  like  SSywhen  it  is  hii^hy 
.i.jn  detrimental  when  it  is  low. 


(29) 


B e c a u s e    o f    t h e    s 1 1' o n <J    f- o <s> i  t  x  v e    c o r^  r e ].  a  I  i o i-i    b e  L w e e ri    S S    a r i d    S If::  y 
iiuinber    of    subjects    fall    at    either    extreme  v  liav  in:;.!    Hisih    SS    and    Hi<sh    SE" 
;     Low    SS    and    Low    SE.The    effects    of    the    combination? as    one    would    expectv 
.a    strons^er    than    the    effects    of    either    variable    separatel^^i  ( coiTipare 
:ble    IKI    with    Tables    llA    and    IIIA). 
In    the    above-median    <^tm;)i..if    for    both    variables  1-70/!;    are    likely    to    have    low 
Stv^essJat    the    other    extremey 61%    are    at    risk    for    hisSh    Stress* 
,  thoi..i?.=ih    the    latter-    comb i nat i on  ?  ai^Sain?  appears    to    be    less    detrimental 
: <3 r I    t h e    f o TMVi e r>    is    be ri e f i c i a  1  y61Z    :i. s    c e r t a i n  1  y    1 1 o i"r ■••■  n e <^  1  i <^ a b  1  e <•  S i i"i c e 
! w    S E    t e ri d s    t o    b e    a s s o c  i a t e d    w i  t h    I... o w    S S  y  t h e    ri e e d    f  o  r    S S    t o    a v o i  d    I-I i  d fi 
Stressyin    itself  ye  me  rsSes    as    more    important    than    one    mi:Sht    have    concluded 
am    the    52-53Z    risk    determined    aboveCT'able    llA)* 

T  h  e    lesser'    e  f  f  e  c.^  I,  >  r  e  p  e  a  t  e  d  1  y    o  b  s  e  i'  v  e  d  ?  ( j  f    I...  o  w    S  S    a  n  d  /  o  r    S  E.    u  p  o  rr    S  t  r  e  s  s 
nii^aved    to    Hisjh    SS    and/or    SEvma\:{    be    interpreted    in    different    waysJ 
4..0W    SE    and    Low    SS    may    not    be    si;.^ni'r  leant    Stressors  v  ie  y  without    intro- 
icinsS    Stressors    such    as    maJor    life--chans3esy subjects    are    not    at    much 


ther    variables    unaccounted    for    may    be    present    and    actiri<ii    as    buffers y 
unterbalancinHi    the    ill-effects    of    Low    SE    or    Low    SS    in    the    same    way 
.at    SS    buffers    asSaiiist    disaster    induced    Stress* 

::s    lani:i    as    either    SE    or    SS    is    hi<^5h    ytfie    i  1  l--ef f ects    of    the    other 
triable    (below    median)    are    buffered*  The    correla'Lioi  i    be'Lween    SS    and    SB. 
.:■    not    perfect    and    such    combinations    do    exist* 

,e    second    and    third    su£i<;Sestions    are    more    plausible    siiice    a    sisinif leant 
.. sk    of    l"li<ah    Stress    emer<;5ed    for    each    variable    when    lowest    scores    were 
jiisideredy  esi    the    total    lack    of    friends    or    family    contactsyor    excee- 
;  :.i  1  y    1  o  w    s  e  1  f  •■■■  e  s  t  e  e  iri « 

AlthousJh    it    is    likely    that    other    stress    relievinsi    practices  y  sucf'i    as 
;nnin5i^ymay    sometii,:  ride    the    ill-effects    of    low    SS    and    low    SEv 


(30) 

is  clear  that    ;j.n  many  cases  ( over-  60%  >  there  is  no  such  coiripensstioii 
vol  ved  (Low  SS  and  Low  KE  '^frourO  .  Th:i. <;>  does  not  iinv'l ^:;  that  nothiruif  can 
J' for  B'iiBinst    Stress  in  this  extreiiie  ;..;  roup » obv  i  ous  1  y  n  but  one  inijSht 
,ider  to  what  e-Ntent  such  students  have  atteiiited  to  rind  such  a  buffer 
,  e ;■;•  e  r' c;  :i.  s e  >  o  r  f  o o d  ?  :i. it  d  r^  J.  i t k  o i^  d  t^ u «( s  ?  w i  t h o u  I,  s u c.^ c e s s » 
liiG  third  alternative  still  holds  and  reminds  one  of  Rutter's  su.<ii«5estion 
t h a t  S E  c o III i n h  f  r o iri  a  s a u r^ c^ e  o t h e i •  t h a n  ii .i. s.f h    s o c:  :i. a  1    s u p p o i^ t  y  s u c h  a s 
a  c  a  d  e  in  i  c  a  c  h  :i.  e  v  c  m  e  rr  L  y  c  a  it  c  o  u  it  t  e  r  b  a  il.  a  it  c  e  Iv  fi  e  d  e  t  r  :i.  \1\  e  it  t  ii;  ].  e  f  f  e  c  t  s  of  L  o  w 
SS«In  our  q «  we  would  have  picked  up  positive  3E  related  to  academics  or 
ortsvfor  instance^  in  Cutnick's  inventory  (  see  AppeiTdi;-;  A  )  <■ 
U  e  re  .J  o  i  i't  t  h  e  f  i  it  d  i  it  kS  s  as  to  r  e  1  <;;  t  :i.  v  e  :i.  it  f  1  li  e  it  c  e  o  f  S  8  a  it  d  S  B.    w  i  t  n  >■  i  t  c:j  w  > 
a  1  i  k  e  1  \d    e  >c  p  1  a  it  a  t  i  o  r  t  -. 
Trie  benefit  of  a  social  support  network  is  essentially;;  p  we  oe.i.  x  eve  y 
.e  positive  reinforcement  of  our  self -imasfe  and  the  hisih  Self-esteem 
that  resultsfhissh  SEi'in  itselfyis  an  effective  buffer  aj;^ainst  Stress* 
"■ ;  I  e  r  e  a  r  e  o  t  h  e  r  t  li  i  it  si  s  y  hi  o  w  e  v  e  t^  ?  :i.  1 1  d  e  p  e  it  d  e  it  t  o  r  8  S  >-  w  r  i  i  c  h  pv  o  m  o  t  e  p  e  r  s  o  n  a  1 
satisfaction  and  lead  to  hii^h  SE  v  al  lowin;.if  one  to  have  a  low  support 
i^roup  without  suffer  in. <;j  from  this  lack  if  one  has  a  firm  conviction 
id  confidence  in  one's  success  in  an  area  that  matters  more  to  one<, 
Social  support  or  Self  •••■esteem? 


fferences  were  consistently  more  si.<Mnif  icant  for  SE  than  for  S'Sp  sui^si- 
estiniS  the  predominance  of  SE  in  account  ln:if  for  Stress  level*  The  mul- 

le  reiSr  ess  ions  also  point  this  way.  The  effects  of  SS  upon  Stress  wei^e 

i"  e  1  y  s  i  .<=J  it  i  f  i  c  a  it  iv  ( ■••■  ♦  1 9 )  w  :i.  t  h  S  I:!!  h  e  :i.  d  c  o  n  s  t  a  it  t  (  p  a  r  t  i  a  1    c  o  r-  r  e  1  a  t  i  o  it  )  y 
;ile  the  correlation  between  SE  and  Stress  remained  important  (•-.  27 )  and 

creased  by  less  when  SS  was  controlled  for* Fid  2  of  section  111  show 
I e  p a 1 1 e r n    o f    i it t e r a c t i o it  w e  p v o p o s e d  t o  s e  1  e c t  si i v e it  t h e s e  r e s u  1 1 s . 
:, >S  E >  Stress 


Social  support  does  affect  Stressybut  :Lt  does  so  pr:i.mar:i.  l^:i  via  the  hitih 

self-esteem  it  serves  to  develop* The  awareness  of  beinsJ  popular  may  be 

the  basis  of  this  hisiSh  SEi/but  friends  no '.J   have  a  more  direct  influence 

by    OP e ri  1  '■J    o f  f  e  r  i ri si    e n c o u  r a .<•! e m e ri t    a n d    c o iri p  1  i  iri e ri t s  ( a s    s i^£i ;.•? e s t e d    b y    W a  1  •  •■• 

roiiy  BO)  » 

We  cannot  safely  draw  further  conclusions  about  the  relative 

effects  and  interaction  of  SE  and   SS  without  ensurin<;i  that  we  have  the 

same  trends  when  controlling^  for  other  variahiles  that  irii<;iht  be  hidin;^  or 

exasfsseratiniii  the  effects  of  either  GS  or  SE» 

C o  1 1 1  r o  1 .1.  i  I'l ?.■,!  f  o  V    K 


:}  effect  of  SS  a  net  ;:>!£  were  reevaluated  in    terms  of  K  because  of  the 
ronsi    positive  correlation  observed  between  K  and  Stressvand  its  stronsS 
jieiiative  correlation  with  SE*SS  was  insignificantly  related  to  K, 
"z    expected  ::Siven  such  relationshipsy  SS  emers3ed  eisually  stroni^ly  s  e  i. :::  ;-t?d 
W.I.  th  Stress  as  SE  when  the  effects  of  K  were  removed  (by  partial  correl- 
;.ion  and  cor  re  latin. <i;i  with  the  "no--fakers  ";.-.( roup)  v  the  2  IVs  vary  insi  bet- 
ween CO  v^  r- e  1 «  o f  •  - » 2 5  a n d  --.27  w  i.  t h    S t  r^ e s s  »  W i  t (■  i  s u c h    s t  r o n <J    c o  r^  r~ e ].  a t  i  o I'l s  y 
::  need  not  uuestion  the  validity  of  our  ori<iSinal  correlations  and  cone- 
■:>ions« 
c  a  n  t  r  o  1 1  i  i"i  si  for    Cvi  s  e  s 


Crisis"  was  controlled  for  because  of  its  stronsJ  predicted  relation 
.{■,'n    Stress  (positive) and  the  sisiinif icant  negative  correlations  found 
t  h  t  h  e  1  k;  s  ♦  W  o  u  Id  c  o  r-  r  e  1  a  t  i  o  ri  s  s  t  i  1  ].  be  s  :i.  si  ri  i  f  i  c  a  n  t  a  i  "i  d  i  i -i  t  f  i  e  s  a  in  e 
del-    whe n    we  el i iki i. i-i a t e d  hi<:ih    cv i <:; i s    s c o r e s ? 

.ainyboth  partial  correlations  and  correlations  with  the  Low  Crisis 
.J UP  left  us  with  sisSnificant  coi'relations  for  SS  and  SEymaintain:i.n:..: 
iv.'  order  found  in  the  orisJinal  correlations*  Therefore  it  is  safe  to 
sume  that  our  correlations  and  analysis  still  hold  for  a  low-stress 


C  o  n  f  i  d  i  n  i^  ■-  r  e  I  a  t  i  o  n  s  h  :i.  p    o  r    f  o  p  u  .1.  a  r  i  t  S:{  ? 


w e   h o F B d    t o    p r o v :i. d b    e v :i. d e I'l c e    r o r    o i"i e    u  ;     ui'n •...■  r    i.j  i     i  1 1 i.j -^ t-/    .1. 1 1 1- ■■..;  n-  \- 1-  l .:.;  i, .1.  u  1 1  ■::> 

of    the?    £)S >S£    v^e].at;i.orish;i.  p    by    d:i.  st:i.  ri<^uish:i.  ru;!    betwef#"i    the    "  con f:i. din <;!■••• 

r e  1 8 1  i  o ri s h i  f  "  a n d    l ft e    "  p o p u  1  a  r'  :l  t w  "    :i.  t e iri s    ;i.  r  1    8 S » 

Would  CONf'  be  more  si£{nif icanilw  related  to  Stit;:;-::>  <;:;>  .1..,  c>,;t.vwi..>  .i.ii 
;i; e  V e  v a  1  s  t  u d  :i.  e s  a n    f  1  i  rf h  1  y  s  t  r^ e s <)i e d  f'oy-' u  I  a  t  :i.  o ri <;;  r  t  h a  1 1  P 0 !••' '•' 

We  rounds' in  our  study  y  that  correlations  and  %  distribu  i,  .1.  ui  i->  for  the 
two  did  not  differ  very  siE!nif  icantly  y  but  I  bo;;!  i  eve  that  even  iriinor 
differences  are    worth  f  n  vestigia  tinsJ  for  consistency  J  si  iven  the  subject- 
ivity involved  in  associatin.i;i  some  of  the  items  to  one  catei^ory  or  the 
other  and  the  variation  in  subjects'  interpretationnriinor  differences 
we  observed  could  well  be  under  estimations  reflectinsS  lar'?/-  ■'^■■•1  diff- 
erences in  the  type  of  SS  a  subject  benefits  from  or  laeki,  .• 

We  did  find  CONF"  correlations  orisiinally  somewhat  stron<^er  than  for  Pol- 
and when  Crisis  was  controlled  for  the  lead  was  maintained? with  CONF 
alone  remain insi  sisU'iif  icantly  correlated  with  Stress,  The  stronger  corr- 
elation between  POP  and  Crisis  compared  to  CONF  and    Crisis  was  une;;pec- 
ed  laiven  the  results  of  life-crises  studies  linking  the  latter. 
The  multiple  rei^ression  of  Stress  upon  the  2  also  sSave  CONF  a  sliiihtly 
hisSher  r2  ,0n  the  other  handrstress  percenta<^e  distributions  differed 
more  for  POPvand  the  r-.:r.tr-nl    fov  K  I'-ri'  pop  more  si^-Snif  icantl' ■  .-,  ,y  ",>!■•■■ 
ate  d  w  i  t  h    S  t  r  e  s  s ♦ 

'■-n  interestins^  non- ;.,..,..,.,,, ....  .->,:>::>    ...,r.:^  <;,.,.;.;■..>;:,>,  ^..^.■<...M^. .,.  i..  ^,. ,  i  ;;^ .,.  i.>  i. .,.  i./ , ,  of   both 
.^variables  with  SE*lf  anythinsSePOP  emeriiied  more  stroniSly  associated 
i,h  SEy.<Jivini3  3  partial  correlation  with  Stress  of  -,16  as  opposed 

-19  for  CON F'  w h e ri  SI:::  w a s  c; o n trolled  f  o  r  ♦  1  f  a I'l y  t h  i n s5  c; a ri  be  d e - 
.. vr..j  from  these  minor  differences? one  inisfht  venture  that  popularity 
■••■"■■"  ■■■'••■'.'  •  ...^, .,..-•■,.  (-,;■■  >;-|3|",  3,.(^  r-. ..f.>.:  ...i  :  ,...;  velaticr'--'^'' 
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,. ,:,.  .: ,..  ,.,.; iiboveyPOP  is  a  better  buffer  against  Stress 

;  1 11  i  iii  ].  o w - s t  r' e s <ii  e 1 1 v  :i.  r- o ri in e n t »  0 n e  iri  i  f-iht    s p e c: u  1  a t e  1 1  > a t  t h e  s i..i p f o  i^ t 
,.,.id  buffering  effect  of  CONF  operate  on  soitieth:in<;J  other  than  Self- 
. 's  teem  ysoine  thins;!  disrupted  in  (and  oniw  in)  a  criticai  state  or  hii^Jhlw 
...  i-ressful  situation.  The  Comfort  and  carinrf  exhibited  mi    a  "confidant" 
may  be  essentia.!,  to  disaster  v  i  <:■  i.  mtk:.  f,nl-.  i  inrifvp-:.  K,:>i  iri.^iri  1  >:*  iM-Hi  ir:d;:!ni  for 
the  averai^e  colles^e  student* 

The  results  are    not  i  neons  is  to?nt  with  this  reason  ins^S  once  K  is  control- 
ed  for  >  as  mentioned  above  v  with  the  c^j  riplati  on  for  POF'  c-at;;^  li,  n>^  up  and 
possibly  exceed  in  s^  that  of  Conf* 

Tentatively  s*  we  mijiSht  conclude  that  the  lack  of  Confidants  does  not  in 
itself  constitute  a  sisSnificant  stressor.  The  tables  of  Stress  distribu™ 

,  any  in  particular  the  last  ( VI  *  B«  JhijiJhest  and  lowest  10%  CONF  scores)  y 
emphasize  this  with  a  truly  nesiilisiiable  di ff er^ence  in  Hii^h  and  Low  Stress 

•  r  the  Low  CONF  sS  roups  >■  and  a  non-sii:?nif  leant  Chi-seuare  oii  the  table  on 
the  whole* 

Confidants  are  not  to  be  disres^arded  as  beneficial  yhoweveryas  the  Hiaih 
CONF  <:i roups  (both  above  median  and  top  10%)  had  a  60%  chance  of  Low 
S  t  r  e  s  s  ( c  o  in  p  b  r  e  d  t  o    6  AZ    in    1 1  >  e  b  b  o  v  e  m  e  d  i  a  ii  I"'  0 1'-'  <;i  r  o  u  p  )  *  A  f  i  ri  a  1  o  h  s  e  r^  v  •••■ 
[     at ion  is  this  same  percentage  distribution  between  Hi  and  Lo  Stress  in 
both  above-median  and  10%  top  CONFy  which  seems  to  confirm  the  hypo th- 
is of  "at  least  one"  confidant  beinsS  beneficial  y  one  alone  beinsi  as 

, Teetive  as  half  a  dozen  such  relationships. 
F'hysical  vs  Psychological  Stress'^ 

:r  most  of  our  correlations  y  when  Stress  was  thus  dissa!.;!re<.viated  v  the 
■  correlated  more  hiiShly  with  PSYCH  stress?  which  is  not  consistent 
,  Lh  Miller  &  Injiiham's  findinsi(77)  that  the  more  easily  buffered  was 
lYS  stress? nor  with  the  idea  that  in  ^ieneral  the  PHYSical  breakdown 
,  induced  by  intensely  stressful  experiences. The  latter  hypothesis  is 
supported  by  the  one  excsftion  for  which  PHYS  sSave  a  si i^ni f leant ly 


(34) 

hisiihe*!'-  corre!!. ati on  tfian  F'SYCHJ  the  variable  Cr:i. s:i. iii « It  would  seem  that 
t h e  :i.  1 1  ■•  ■■  c f  f  e c t s  :i. i "i  a    1  o w  s t  r e s s  e i-i v :i.  r^ o i"i iti e ri t  a  r- e  iri o s t  ].  y  p *i; ;:( c h o  1  o <;i :i. c a  1  <, 
This  would  exFlain  the  relatively  low  correlations  found  with  PHYG  if 
"Lfew  of  the  subjects  scorinsf  above  3veras^e  in  Stress  reported   ph^:;sica; 
disorders* 

.1  n  i  V  a  r  i  ate  ana  1 ;  j  s  i  <i;  v  fi  o  w  e  v  e  r'  y  s  bowed  f  a  :i.  r  1  h    h  i  ::ih    per  c  e  ri  t  a  si  e  s    a  f    s  u  b  ■••■ 
uects  suffered  from  all  but  the  most  serious  physical  disorder (for 

i;  ■  iTi  s    1  y  &  ••■■  1 0  ?  a  n  d  2  6  v  3  3  %  t  o  &  6  %  a  n  s  w  e  y'  e  d  "  \:{  e  s  "  )  *  T"  h  e  in  o  t^  e  1  i  k  e  1  y  re  a  s  o  ri 
for  these  findiniiSs  is  the  relatively  small  number  of  items  counted  as 
F'HrS  stress  compared  to  the  lar^^ie  number  for  PSYCH  stress*  This  makes 
the  correlations  difficult  to  compare? but  it  susitiiests  that  where  we  do 

;id  PHYS  at  least  as  stron<^ly  correlated  as  PSYCH  it  may  actually  be 
more  stronj^ly  cor  related  *  In  particular  v  for  SSv  which  had  similar  r's 

;•  PHYS  and  PSYCH v and  stroniSer  correlations  with  the  former  than  were 
found  for  SE?we  cannot  reject  the  possibility  that  SS  is  more  closely 

1  ;ij t e d  (  i  e  in o  r^ e  <i; t  r* o i"i <;i I  '■j    a f fee? t i r-i i^ )  P I-I Y S  s t  r e s s  * 
1  f  t h i s  i  s  a c c;- u  r a t e  s- 1 h e  d ^s t a    s i..i p p o  r^ t  C o o i^ e  S  G  r^ e e ri e  ( 1 9 7 6  >  ;;j i'i d  M :i.  :i.  1  e  r^  8 
.Xn£5ham(  1977)  who  found  hi<^h  SS  to  buffer  PHYS  symptoms  more  effectively* 

SUMMARY 


'  We  proposed  2  patterns  for  the  interaction  of  our  3  main  variables  J 

'  either  SS  ->  Bl:  >   Stress  ? where  the  variable  directly 

[  associated  v^ith  Stress  is  SEi-orJ 


Stress 
r    where  SS  directly  affects  Stress  vand  SE  is  only  spuriously  related 
i,  sSl  and  2  K  sect  ion  111)*  The  results  of  the  partial  correlations 
;  it  roll  ins  for  one  and  the  other  IV  pand  the  multiple  re<^ression 
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;:>  t-  I'  i:;'  1:>  <■:■  1. 1  P  IJ  I  I   i,  I  I  i..'   l-  'J  i;   .f.  V  ':>  V  V.t  I..I  \'.(  .V.(  IV.'  '.;>  I,   I- 1  I  <:f   I-   I,  I  1 1.'   ilU.J  r  I;;   '..i  .1.  i  '...■  (.,  i.-   <;J  .:> ;:;  K.I  l..  .1.  <:J  i-  .1.  '..'  i  I 

.  that  of  SE  and  Stress  ♦  t-- tests  and  Ch  j.-sai..iare  were  also    more 

,  ^^|■•l:i.f;i.ca^•|t  for  SEt These  results  were  still  sii^nif  Icarrt  when  "fakers" 

wfc're  el:i.iTi:i.nated(  thoussi)  the  «iaF  closed  between  SE  and  {??:>)  and  when  Hisih 
'risis  subjects  were  reinoved* 

ills  iijipl  led  that  SE  was  d :i.  r- 1- .......  i.  :::•  i  ,.v  x ^.,  i, v; > .i  ■..■:-■.    ,.j  i..  i  :.::.,:„■« In.  1  e  the  IV 

,.,■>:)  was  effective  maiiilw  by  proiriotin;.;{  SE\- 

A  lack  of  SS  was  found  to  be  related  to  hii^her  o  i.  ii.v ->;:>?  especial  1..-  ii 
coiTipanied  by  Low  SE  5  however  ? both  were  not  inevitably  associated^ 
i.Ji'in  the  absence  of  a  <^ood  support  sS  roup  mother  protective  factors 
e    s p e c u  1  .iiJ t e )  w e  r e  <;; o in e t i iri e s  p r' e s e ri t  a |-i d  s e r^ v ;i, I'l <:i    t a    d e c r e ;i) ;ii e  t h e  r' i  s k 

Stress  disordersvF'erhaps  academic  excel  lence  v  of  which  the  subject 
:  conscious  y  substitutes  in  some  cases  for  low  SS  by  enhancini^  SE« 
,  Lhou<^h  a  Confidant  lessens  the  likelihood  of  Stress  disorders^we 
::;.is;Jest  that  the  more  appropriate  form  of  SS  in  a  low-stress  en- 
ronment  is  the  larjiie  and  relatively  loose  friendship  .<.S  roup  (POP )  •/ 
ovidina  more  continuous  SE  reinforcement)' and  -  as  peers  -  ssene  rally 
re  likely  to  be  a  source  of  SE  enhancement  J-'ossibly  y  as  peers  and  as 
j:  le  one  interacts  with  dai  lye  this  type  of  SS  si  roup  provides  more 

-...  .  i;/i  nf  or  cement  !<  mo  re  relevant  to  one's  situation  in  col  lei-.iep  than 

inisiht  be  offered  by  family  or  a  close  friend  whose  "TLC"  is  e<;i -er  ial  1>: 
.iioficial  to  people  shattered  by  a  traumatic  life-event* 
cause  of  the  disproportionate  numbers  of  RHYS  and  PSYCH  symptoms  in 
ic  test  1- comparison  is  difficult?  takin<;J  it  into  account  your  findins^s 
.  e  consistent  with  the  few  comparative  studies  'wh,.>  in  which  PHYS 

:iHPtn!V,-:.  .,:;-R     n,r:r-v:.     ■v.rf,.,,-K  i  ,,.,.^.  1  ....  !,,,■.•^r^v.■,■■...^w■^  h  >  ,■  qq. 


HE  QUESTIONNAIRE 


Please    take    :l.5-20    minutes    to    complete    this    anonymous    (suestionnaire*  It 
lould   be   fun y but   please   bear    in   mind    that    it    is    the   ftjsis    of   m>;(   Senior 
H o r I o T- s   P r o J e c  t »  a n d   m ■•.■j   d a t a   m u s t   b e   a s   c o m p  1  e t e    a ri d   a c a u r a t e   a s    y o u   c a ii 
liiake    it4Thank    you    in    advanri>vT    unnici    rnri-.    \\r-.    ;:>fii,v^    Kn    rin    iJi  i  ~::    >:;iiiriw 
i.  (■,  I  i  o  u  t    'J  (J  u  r^    c  o  o  p  e  r  a  t  i  o  i"i . 


or    (Questions    1    throujSh    40    please    check    either    YES    or    NO    as    frankly    as 
;  s  s  i  b  1  e .  Y  o  u   in  a  a   w  a  ii  t   to   c  o  m  p  a  r  e   y  o  i..i  r  s  e  1  f    ii  o  w   t  a   e  a  r- 1  y    i  r  i    t  h  e   s  e  m  e  s  t  e  r  ♦ 


YES 


NO 


1    am  more  tired  than  usual  these  days* 

I  am  more  irritable  than  usual  nowadays* 

Nowadays  I  want  to  spend  more  time  by   myself* 

I  spend  more  time  than  usual  watch in«i  T^U*? 
or  en'^asied  in  li;i;Sht  readinsi* 

:i:  feel  restless  S  find  it  difficult  to 
c o ri c e n  1 1' b t e  w  :i.  t h o u t   m \:i    m :i.  n d  w a ri d e  r i  n si « 

I  find  it  increasin;=Jly  difficult  to  make 
decisions* 

I  worry  more  these  days  about  little  thiniSs* 

I  am  aware    of  an  increase  in  minor  illnesses* 

.  suffer  more  from  aches  X  pains  which  do  not 
appear  to  result  from  physical  exercise* 

I    have    allersiy    flare--ups    or    an    increase    in    the 
r  r  e  (s  I J  e  r  I  c  y   of   }i  e  a  d  ■■•■  a  c  h  e  s . 

My    mood    swin£?s    more    to    the    rie^^ative  ?  1    tend    more 
to    see    the    bad    side    of    thinds* 

I    a  in    i  n  c.'  r  e  a  s  i  n  iii  1  y    f  o  r^  <i  e  t  f  u  1    o  f    c;  o  iri  in  i  t  iri  e  1 1 1  s  v 
a  p  p  o  i  n  t  m  e  n  Iv  s »  a  n  d   v  a  1  u  a  b  1  e  <;; » 

l    work    b  a  v  d  c  r^    b  u  t    a  c  c:-  o  m  p  1  i  <i>  b    1  e  s  s    t  b  a  n    I    u  s  e  d    t  o  * 

I  keep  puttini^  off  thin?.Ss  that  have  to  be  done* 

iten  feel  bored  these  days* 

I  do  not  loi.ih.  f  forward  to  doiniiS  any  thins* 

I  find  it  I  ..     ,  ,..  sit  still?!  tend  to  move  around 
m  o  r^  e  w  i  t  }"i  o  u  t  p  u  r  p  o  s  e  * 


:l 8  .       M ^:(    w ;i.  :i.  J. p o w B  r    :l s    d e c r e a s i ri s.?  ?  X    r  :i.  i"i d    m «J B e  1  f    b 1 1 1 n .<3    iti v; 
r  I  a  i  1  s !  s  \i\  o  k  i  n  m   o  r    <••>  a  t  i  n  ;;ii    in  o  r  <■•?  v  p  o  p  p  :i.  I'l  i^    p  i  1 1  s  y  e  t  c  . 

:  lose  control  of  my  emotions  more  easil'd  <  tantrums  v 
I.:  T^  y  i  n  rf  s  p  e  1 1  s  p  h  y  s  t  e  r>  :i,  c  a  1  :i.  <ii  u  ^:i  h  t  e  r'  v  e  1 1^  *  )  * 

20*   I  distance  myself  more  from  my  fellow  students » 

2 1  i.       I    d  o   m  y    w  o  r^  k    a  c  c  o  r  d  :i.  1 1  d   t  o   p  o  1  i  c^  y    a  n  d   p  r  o  c  e  d  i..i  r^  e  v 

not    SGekin.vi    innovation    or    spontaneity    any    more*      * 

22,       I    do    the    minimum    amour  it    of    work    ncjcessary  ?  1    now 

look  for  the  easy  way  out* 

2  3  <,       I    b  1 3  iri  e    o  t  h  e  v  s    f  o  r-    t  h  i  n  ii  s    t  h  a  L    s^  o    w  t^  o  n  eS  »  P  o  r-    in  y 

mistakes.. 

2  4  0      1    s  p  a  n  d    1  e  s  s   t  i  m  e   n  o  w   d  r  e  s  s  i  i -i  i^    $ii    si  r  o  o  m  i  n  ?.s   m  y  s  e  1  r  ? 
:[    f  e  e  1    f  a  i  r'  1  *y   d  i  s  ^^  e  v  e  1 1  e  d    &    s  1  o  p  p  y » 

25*       1    am    suf f eriniii    from    a    chronic    illness    such    as 
d  i  a  b  e  t  e  s  V  u  1  c  e  r*  s  y  h  i  iiJ  h    b  1  o  o  d  ■•••  p  r  •  e  s  s  u  r^  e  v  c  o  1  i.  t  i  s  ^  o  r  - 
mi'^raines . 

2  6  4       1    a  in    c  o  ri  s  t  a  n  1 1  y    t  i  r  e  d  * 

"^' 7.7  i       1  sleep  more  than  1  used  to  or  find  sleep  not 
restful  <, 

2  8  «   1  s  e  r  i  o  u  i:i  1  "-^    o.  u  e  s  t  i  o  n  t  It  e  w  o  r  L  h  o  f  m  ^:i  e  f  f  o  i'  t  s  « 

29,   1  seriously  consider  leavln?.fi  the  situation  which 
I  s  e  e  a  s  t  hi  e  s  o  u  r^  c  e  o  f  m  y  p  r  o  b  1  e  m  s  * 

!  30*   I  have  increased  absenteeism  from  class* 

I; 

>  31 4   1  feel  that  others  do  not  appreciate  my  efforts  ov 
sympathize* 

,  32*   1  am  constantly  depressed* 

I  33*   I  have  a  s  e  v  \.  o  u  s  d  r  u  <:i  i  a  1  c  o  f  i  o  1  v  o  r  e  a  t  i  n  !ii  p  r^  o  b  1  e  m  * 
I 

i 

\    34*   I  want  to  sleep  all  dast    %.    hope  my  p-roblems  will 

,  J  I..I  s  L  d  :i.  s  a  p  p  e  a  r  . 

35*       It    seems    as    thousih    there    is    no    Joy    %.    nothiniii 
t  o    1  i  V  e    f  o  r    a  n  ^mti  o  r  e  * 

36  >       I    feel    I    am    losin<;S    touch    with    reality* 

I    f  r^  s,  n  V:  1  y    d  o  1 1 '  t    v.  a  re    w  It  a  t    f-)  a  p  p  e  I'l  s    a  t    t  fi  :i.  s    s  t  iu  d  e  ?  1 
,.i u s \,    w iij I'l  L    L o    b e    1  e f  t    a  1  o rr b  * 

3i3*   I  want  someone  to  take  me  by  the  hand  and  look  after 
m  e « 

39*       I    \va^G    liad    ;;    nervous    breakdown    or    considered    suicide 
u  :■    iiomicidi,  ■,  ■  . 


':    associate    in^iisolf   hisve   with   a   j^eer   <:ivoi..\p    1    have   i:ioad 
I'un   with* 

:.  .>       I    }>ave    one    ui      i,w..;    >.,...,„■  n-     ,  ,,..,.;  i ...,  :>    „.     ....,,..,..  ::,■■..,-,,■■,,■;    !  i  n.r-, 

alone   with* 

; ,       ]i:    s t r o n ^  1  u    believe    i ii    U.gbf i ri s!    i ri    t o u c; h    w i t h    f  v i e n d s 
from    back    l-iome* 

I  tend    to    make    new    friends    in    a    new    place    who    carm 
substitute    ( temorarily y at    least) for    those    1    have    left* 

44 ♦      I    like   to   stick    to    the   same   friends   throusihout    colles^eJ 
it    sienerally    upsets    me    for-         '\  .-,,;<:',    i  ime    when    a    friend 
t  r  a  n  s  f  e  r-  <:;    o  r    si  r  a  d  u  a  t  e  s  * 

4 5 »       W h e II    iri y    f  o  i" m e  r^    f  r  i  e n d s    I  e a v e    1    e b s  i  I  \:i    in ;i! k e    i"i e w    a 1 1 a c fi - 
mentso 

-i!)i    an   outsioinsJ    person    who    is    really    auite    popular    here* 

.  ..  ease  indicate '  whether  or  not  you  have  felt  nesJatively 
3 f  f  e c t e d  b y  a ri y  o f  t h e  f  o How i ri <-i  e k p e  r  i e n c e s  <,  P 1  e a s e  a d d 
any  other  recent  life-events  in  the  last  12  mcjni.iis  that 
h B V e    h a d    a    i- 1 e <:i a t  i v o?    i m p a c? t    u p o ri    v, o u « 

D  i  V  o  r  c  e    :i.  n    i  iri  in  e  d  :i.  a  t  e    f  a  m  i  1  y » 

II  e  a  t  f  r    of    B    a  1  o  s  e    f  a  rti  i  1  \:i    w  e  m  b  e  r  » 
I"' e  r s o i"i B 1    i  ri ,J u  r^ <j    o  r    i  3. 1  ri e s s  , 
1 1  :L  ri e s s    o  f    f  a m  i  1  -rj    m e in b e  r  * 
F  re<}i  n  a  ii  c  y  /  a  b  o  r  L  i  o  ri  * 
':)ex    difficulties » 

F"  i  n  a  n  c  i  a  1  d  i  f  f  i  c  u  1 1  i  e  s  (  P  o  j^  y  o  u  o  r^  y  o  u  r    p  b  r  e  1 1 1  s  )  » 
"hance  in  number  of  family  s^et- -tosiethers* 
"ailing  an  important  e;;am» 

■ailini^  a  course* 
whanfiie  to  a  new  school* 
J8*   Leavin;^  home  for  the  first  time* 
Jthers (please  indicate) ♦ 


i.  47* 
\  48* 
49  4 
i  50* 
i    51* 

r   53* 


le 


« U e ■:>  I.  :i.  I.) I  I  :;>       O   I.        l/l  1  |■^.Jl..l^^il  1       C) i:i       ;     A.  ^:: i:n:> </::      l.;i  U^;'L:r-. 

V  e  I  i:i   iri  o  Si  t   a  c  c  1..1  r  a  t  e  1  v<   d  e  <y>  c  v  i  b  e  s    w  o  li  S 


r  ;i!  r  e  1  v;    s  o  iti  e  t  :i.  in  a  s    o  f  t  e  n    u  s  u  a  1 1  *:» 
(0-:!.:j%)  (:l.6-50%)  (5:l.-5%)  (86-1.00%) 


J:    phone    or    write    irr^:(    relatives    back 
noiTie« 

li  \:{       f  V  i  t>  I  I  '.'1  \.-       •■..!  I  I    IV  .1.    ::!  t,  .1,  V  (•  ;;>         I     T  IJ  ill        1..'  ■::>  :.:  V: 

,1  c) iTi e    !■•' f ) o n e    or'    w  t> i t e    iri e  . 

Ouririi^    the    seiriester    I    via    visit 
f  r  i e ri d s    X    re .1. a t  i  v e s    a t    It o in e  * 

M  y    r  r>  :i.  e  ri  d  <ii    8    r^  e  ].  ;i»  t  i  v  e  <i;    f  r  a  in    h  a  m  e 
c o in e    V i s i  t    in e    ft e r^ e  * 

l) t ft e T'    <M t I..I d e ri  b <:i    o i"i    m '■j    h a  1 1    v i s i t    in e 
:i.ri    in '.J    iMDOin* 

I  visit  other  students  in  their  rooms* 

I  try  to  see  Si  do  things  outside  of 
class  with  students  takini-i  the  same 
courses  as  I» 

I  (■'Brticipate  in  club  activities  8/or 
in  a  sPortin«?  or  special  interest  <;!roup* 

I  do  thin«?s  with  other  members  of  a  club 
a  r  s;i r o u p  :i. ri  a d d i  t  i o ri  to  t ft e  i^* (- 1  i  v  i  t i e i;i 
this  club  or  «5roup  organize-; 

At  times  I  wish  to  confide  in  someone » or 
>:i o    c  r ■::{    o n  s o in e o ri e  '  s  s ft o u  1  d e  r  ?  b u t  t ft e r- e 
doesn't  seem  to  f..te  anyone  I  can  call  or  sU;) 
to  comf  ortaf:tly » 

W  ft  e  I'l  I  ft  a  V  e  p  r  o  b  .1.  e  in  s  h  e  r  e  (  p  e  r  s  o  n  a  1  v  a  c  a  d  e  m  i  c  ? 
s o c i a  1 » e t (? )  y  in y  f  r i e n d s  &  r- e  1  s t ;i. v e s  b a c k  ft o in e 
are    helpful* 

I    feel    I    can    discuss    my    personal    probleiv:--    :-:n 
s  ft  a  r  e    m  y    s  e  c  ret  s    w  i  t  h    in  y    r  o  o  in  in  a  t  e  ( s )  * 
( Q  ft  e  c  k    0  - 1 5  %    i  f    ri  o    r  o  o  in  in  a  t  e )  ♦ 

1  have  an  intimate  boyfriend  with  whom  I  can 
always  discuss  mv.{  personal  problems* 


Wf'ten    my    friends    hosar    of    my    problems 
( 3  c  a  d  e  m  i  c'  >  s  o  c  i  a  1 »  f  a  in  i  1  •■j  f  e  t  c  )  t  ft  e  y 
tend   to   blame   and   criticize   me   more 

than       ■.....'•'"■I     .;-'• 


i,    Whwn    1    br:i.n<.-.!    t roi..ibl:i.n£<   probleiris   to 

B   f a c I..1 1 1 w   B d V i i;i o r   o v   R ♦A *  ( e <^   p e r s o n ■■■■ 
a  1  :i.  t  vi    c  1  a  b  It    w  /    p  t*  o  f  e  s  s  a  T'    o  r^    r^  o  o  in  iri  a  t  b  y 
h  e  a  1 1  h   a  r    b  in  o  t  i  o  n  a  I    u  p  <:;  e  t )  y  t  h  e  \.{    t  e  i- 1  d 
not    to    be?    very    helpful,    or    supportive* 

There    is    someone    I    can    talk    to    wf ten- 
eve  r    soinethi ns.i    bothers    me    liireatl. y    who 
w  :i.  1 .1.    b  e    s  u  p  p  o  r  t  :i.  v  e  ♦ 

When  try  in;:!  a  new  sport  or  physical, 
activity  for  the  first  timeyl  feel  1 
do  not  succeed  as  well  on  the  averasie» 

i.Jhen  I  try  to  meet  important  i^oals  of 
any  kind v I  feel  1  have  really  succeeded » 

«   W h e ii  i^ e G I..I i  r e d  t o  d i  r e c  t    t h e  a c t i  v i  t i e s 
o f  o t h B r By  I    f  a :i.  1  t o  r e c e i v e  t h e i r  c o o p •■■■ 
e  r'  B  t  i  o  n  a  n  d  r  e  s  p  e  c  t » 

:  C%   When  1  attempt  to'j^et  someone  of  the 

same  sex  to  form  a  favorable  impression 
o  f  in  e  9  7.    I..I  s  u  a  1 1  y  f  e  e  1  I  a  m  u  n  s  u  c^  c  e  s  s  f  u  1  ♦ 

■  /'..  i       People    of    my    aiSe    and    se;-;    tend    to    have    a 

III o re    p  1  e a s i n .<;.<    p e t' s o ri <3 1  ( p li y s i c a  1 ) a p p e a r 

ance    than    I    do» 

■....:...       1  n    s i t u a t i o n s    w f> ere    :i.  t    :i. s    n e c e s s a r^ y    f o  r^ 
me    to    speed    up    inv.<    performance    to    meet    a 
d e a d  1  :i.  I'l e  r  I    c a i-i    d o    i  t    w  :i.  t h o u  l-    s «) c:r  r  i  f  :i. c.^  i  r\i;i 
t [■) e    a i.i a  1  i  l, y    o  f    in ^:i    w o  t' I-:. » 

83 »  When  1  enter  a  new  colles^e  course?! 
feel  uncertain  1  will  ■"*  ;><:;  well  as 
my    col  lea.<.^ues « 

U       When    doin<}i    thiniiis    that    interest    me 

in  o  s  1 9 1    f  e  e  1    d  i  s  s  a  t  i  s  f  :i  ■  ■  ■ '  >    '■■■i  i  i .  f  i    m  ^:; 
performance* 

Jhen    I    am    a    part    of    <-.5roup    activities!' 
li  I  <::{    i  d  e  a  s    X    o  p  i  ri  i  o  n  i;;    i  n  f  1  u  e  n  c  e    t  h  e    ;;?  r  o  i..i  p  « 

W >■) e n    p I..I t    i i-i    a    s i t u a t i o ri    w ft :i. c h    i s    n e w    X 
u  n  f  a  m  i  1  i  a  r  v  I    f  e  e  1    1    a  in    ri  o  t    ;;i  b  1  e    L  o 
f  1.1  n  c  t  i  o  II    a  d  e  «  u  a  t  e  1  y  « 

When    I    have    to    take    the    initiative    S    act 
i  n  d  e  p  e  n  d  e  n  1 1  y    o  f    o  t  h  e  r  s  y  1    c  a  n    h  a  n  d  1  e 
tfiineis   on   my   own. 


IJhen    wisep  careful    Judsiem 
make    the    ri.<;Sht    decision: 


Given  Guestions  77™88  asifai. rii-at  the  be<.! 
i.  n I -I  :i.  n <.^  o  f  t  h e  s e in e s  t  e  r>wa u  I  d   y  o u  r   s  v: o  r  e  ;:> 
f  1  «j  V  e  b  e  e  i-i  s  o  in  e  what  d  i  f  f  e  i'  e  i"i  t  ?  I  f  "  *:;  e  <•; "  v  ^l  o  w 
wou:i.  d  you  have  answered  d:i.f  fere  ntly(  briefly  )  ? 


Mow  many  people  could  you  comfortably 
a PP' roach  on  campus  to  borrow  $5" 

Imagine  you  are    tr  outvied  &  feel  uiu.-.'  i  n.;  i..' u  i,i.; 
talk  to  someone  (make  a  personal  complaint!' a 
conf essionyetc* ) »how  many  people  could  you 
entrust  here  with  such  a  personal  proh:)lem? 


!..i  p    1  a  t  e   a  t    n  ,i  d  h  t    ( a  f  t  e  r    m  i  d  fi  i  i^  h  t )  t  o    t  a  1 1-:,    t  o 
i  'f    s  o  in  e  t  h  i  n  i-i    was    t  r  o  u  b  1  i  n  si    y  o  u  ? 

.     .vac  f)    i  t  e  in    c  hi  e  t:  k.    e  i  t  fi  e  r^    T  F^;  U  E    o  r^    I"'  A  I...  S  E    i' '     '  <^^ 
;  I  p  o  r^  t  a  ri  L    t  o    c  h  e  c  l<.    a  1 1    i  t  e  ins* 

> *   At  times  I  feel  like  swearinsU 

At  times  I  feel  like  smashin<^  thinsiiS* 

I  think  a  i^reat  many  people  eKaslsierate  theii 
misfortunes  in  '-.^-v-  i  .,  ^ain  the  sympathy  S 
help  of  other:;. 

It  takes  a  lot  of  ars^ument  to  convince  most 
e  o  p  1  e  o  f    t  }■)  e  t  r  u  t  h . 


I    have 
f  ami  ly 


i..^i  ■■  1-i.t  I  <■■:,    u  i  t'r,    in  em  be 


TFUJ 


ALSE 


■«■  98.   Most  people  will  use  somewhsat  unfair  means 

to  ;^aii-i  prof  I  I.  <;,-    ::>•!  advanta<<'->  ■<-:■' 'her    than  i '> 
it. 

If  ten  I  c<3n '  t  understand  why  1  have  been  so 
c  r  o  s  s  8  5if  r  o  i..i  a  h  y « 

...  ;)0*  At  times  my  thous^hts  h;^'"^  >.::>,.«,!  ;.?•,,.■,::>;?  p,::.;-!,,;;,  v 
I  c  o  u  1  d  Si  p  e  a  k  t  h  e  m . 


..ft  an 


1  ♦  C r :i. t :i. c i  s m  o r  s c o  1  d i ri <:i    h "..i  r t s    m e  t e  r^ r^ i b  1  y . 

'2*  I  certainly  feel  useless  at  times* 

'3.  1    have  never  felt  better  in  my  life  than  I  do  now* 

'4*  Uiiiat  others  think  of  me  does  not  bother  mo::* 


iiskes   \i\B   uncomfortable   to   put    on   a   s tut  it   at    a 
.arty    even    when    others    are    doJ. n«i    the    same    th:i. n<^» 

1    find  it  hard  to  make  talk  when  I  meet  new 
people ♦ 

I  am  a s^ a  i  n s t  si  i  v  i  r i s-i  in o i "i e  w  t  o  b e <^  j.i <i!  r ifi » 

I    freauntlw    find    mwself    wo rriji nil!    about    somethins;!* 

1    s^ e t    m 3 d    e a s  i  1  ■-.■.{    t h e ri    i^ e t    o v e  r    i  t    <:; o o n  * 


When    in    a    rfroup    of    peoples' I    have    trouble    thinki 
of   the    riiiiht    thinsJ   to    saw» 

I  think  nearly  anyone  would  !,;-.i.  i.  ^  ;  i. e  i.-u    ::.  i,:;y 
out  of  trouble* 


1  w  o  r  r  'J  o  V  e  r  m  o  ri  e  y  S  b  u  s  :i.  n  e  <;;  s » 

At  period's* my  braj.n  seems  to  work  more  slowly 
than  usual : 


4  0    F'eople  ofti 


u  .1.  :  I  1,   iinv.' 


1    have  often  met  people  who  wi..  i '■..■  .;>  up  posed  tu  lkv 
e K p e  r t s  ?  w h o  w e  i' e  I'l o  b e  t  L e  r  t h a n  I  ♦ 

I  have  sometimes  felt  dif f icultieswere  pilinsif 
UP  so  hi!^h  I  couldn't  overcome  them* 

I  often  thinkJ"!  wish  1  were  a  child  asiain*" 

I  find  it  hard  to  put  aside  a    task  that  1  have 
u n d e r t i:j k e ri  ? e v e ii  f  o r*  a    s h o r t  t i m e « 

I    1  i i-:. e  to  1  e t  p e o p  1  e  k 1 1 o w  w h e  r e    I    s t a 1 1 d  o n  t h  i  I'l <:i s  * 

tse    put    this    (suestionnaire    in    my    inter  campus    bo;-;    after    completins^ 
hank    you    a^a in    for    ■■■■■■    -'oope ration* 

....    Dei  rd re    Piatt 


A  I"'  p  E  N  D  :i;  X         B 
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A    I"'    I"'    E    N    D    I 

CODEBOOK    ;    The    effects    of    socia].    support    and    se:i.f -esteeiri 
I..I p Q n    s t  r e s s;    i i"i    c o lle;:iB    s t i..i d e i-i t s  . 

:jest:i. onna:i.  re    ;i.  tem    #  var:!. a b!l.e    il- 

ifid    description 

••■■  Data    number  00:1. 

1  More    tired    tiu;jii    ui:>U(:;j.  v  002 

2  More    irritable  003 

3  Want    to    be    by    myself    more  004  "       "  No    ^-^    0 

4  More    Tiv^/li£?ht    read inifj  005 

5  R  e  s  1 1  e  s  s  p  1  a  c  k  i  n  <:i    con  c  e  rr  t  r  a  t  i  o  n  006  " 

6  More    difficulty    inakintl    decisions  007  "  No    resp-'O 

7  Won' \:{    m o r e    a b o i..i t    I  i  1 1 1 e    t h i n <:i s  0 0 8  S t  r e -> ■::,  ■,  t -  .> ;;* u h  ) 

3    Aware  of  increase  minor  illnesses  009  "  (phys) 

7  Ache  s  S  p  3  i  n  s  ( n  o  t  f  r  o  m  e  ;•;  e  r  c  i  s  e )   0 .1 0  "   " 

.1.0  Allersiy  flare-upsc headaches       Oil  "   " 

11  Netlative  mood* see in?i  worst  side   012  "(psych) 

..•:  F'orsietful  of  commitments  etc  013  " 

.1.3  Working!  harder  but  doini^  less  014  " 

14  Puttin<3  off  what  must  be  done  015  " 

'5  Often  bored  016 

■  ■.)    Not  lookind  forward  to  anythinsi  017  " 

,7  Unable  to  sit  still  018 

::)  D  e  c  r  e  a  s  :i.  n  £5  w  i  1 1  -  p  o  w  e  r^  0 1 9 

.1.  i?  LoBin<^  control  of  emotions  020  "  (psycri) 

20  Distancin.'^  oneself  from  others  021  "     " 

21  Workin.'.-^  without  initiative  022  " 

22  Lookinsg  for  easy  way  out  023  "     " 

23  Blamin?^  others  for  your  mistakes  024  " 

24  Spend in5-S  less  time  dressings  etc  025  " 

25  Sufferin;.^  from  chronic  illness  026  "  (phys) 

26  Constantly  tired  027 

27  Sleepinsi  more? sleep  not  restful  028  "     " 

28  Guest i on in?J  worth  of  efforts  029  " 

29  Considerinsi  leavin.'.^  situation  030  " 

30  Increased  absenteeism  from  class  031  " 

31  Others  unsympathetic  032 

32  Constantly  depressed  033  "  (psych) 

33  Serious  problem  of  eatini^yetc  034  "     " 

34  Wanting  to  sleep  all  day  035 

35  Nothini^  to  live  for  anymore  036  "     " 

36  Losinsf  touch  with  reality  037  "     " 

37  Wantin^S  to  be  left  alone  038 

38  Wantinsi  to  be  taken  by  hand  039 

39  Nervous  break down /suicide  3ttempt040 

tO  (jood  fun  with  peer    <:lroup  041 

41  Spend  time  with  1-2  close  friends  042 

42  Keeps  contact  w/  friends  back  home 043 

43  New  friends  substitute  for  former  044 

44  Fi;emains  uPset  after  friend  leaves  045  (■■••)        "(conf)   No  resp-0 

45  Easily  makes  new  friends  046 
4  6  0  u  t  Hi  o  i  n  <:i    a  i"i  d  p  o  p  u  1  a  v    '  0  4  7 


S  o  c 

i.  al    suppor 
SS(pop) 
" (conf) 

1  ^:: 

" (conf) 

No 

" (pop) 

" (conf) 

No 

" (pop) 

" (pop) 
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54 


63 
64 
65 


i.i  1 V  o  r  c  e    ;i.  n    r  <;*  iti  :i.  .i.  \j 

Death    in    raiiii Iw 

P  e  r  s  o  n  a  1    i  1 1  n  e  «;  s  /  ;i.  1 1 J  i..i  i  -^ 

I. 11  lies  <a    of    family   in  ember 

I"' r e '•J i"r a ri c h   o r    a b o r t i o n 

S  e  X    d  i  f  f  i  c  u  1 1  i  e  s 

F'  i  n  a  n  c  i  a  1    d  i  f  f  i  c  u  1 1  i  e  s 

Charii^Se    in    number    family    reunions 

I"' a i  1  e d    i m f o  v t a ri  I 

Failed  course 

New  school 

I.,  e  f  t  h  o  m  e  f  i  r'  s  t    t  i  m  e 

Other    ne^Sative    eKperieiu..  tv  >  ;:;  / 

S  t  i  1  ;i.    b o t h e  r e d    b y    a I'l \J    o  f    a h o  v e 

P  h  o  f  r  e  /  w  i^  i  t  e    b  a  c  k    h  o  m  e 

People  from  home  call  or  wii.  i,e 

Visits  friends/ relatives  at  home 

Visited  by  friends  or  relatives 

Other  students  visit  my  room 

y  i  s  i  t  o  t  h e r  stud  e  n  t s 

Act i V i ties  w/cou r se-ma t es 

I--'  a  r  t  i  c  :i.  f  a  t  e  i  n  c  1  u  b  s  y  s  p  o  r  t  y  e  l;  c 

Other  activities  w/club  members 

No  one  to  call  up  to  confide  to 

People  back  home  helpful  to  me 

Can  discuss  problems  w/  room-mate 

Can  discuss  problems  w/  boyfriend 

F  r'  i  e  n  d  s  b  1  a  m  e  m  o  r  e  t  h  a  n  s  u  p  p  o  r  t 
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a)    -^"^il*^,,^    in    function    of   Jj^  in   jii^-h   Crisis    group:r=-.33 
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b)    Stress    in    functiion   of  SE   in  Lq-.v   Crisis   group:r=-.27 
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a)    Sti^ess    in   function   of   SS    in   Hi,-)!   K-score    £;roup :  r-- .  36 
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b)    Stress    in   function   of  SS    in  Low   K-score     -'-oup  :r=- .  25 
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b)  Stress  in  function  of  SE  in  Low  K 
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'■?h  is  ir  a  metno  tD  all  the  student;;  to  v;hom  I  avfj  a  qneutionnair';  relare'")  to 
r.y  Honor's  thesis  on  .itres:^  late  last  "r'alLl  wi;-h  to  thank  all  who  took  thfi  time 
to  complete  and  return  this  survey  to  me  and  share  'Aith.  you  nornc  of  my  findinr^c 
in  this  short  summary. If  you  are  curious  for  more  details ,  please  a;;k.l  ha /e 
posted  on  the  bulletin  board  in  the  dining  hall  a  copy  of  the  quef-tionnaire  with 
rection  headings  for  the  questions  and  the  percenta  es  of  ':'YES"s ,  "NC"r. ,  "TPUE"qr , 
"FAL.iE"s  ,etc  for  each  quetion. 

In  this  study  1  examined  the  effect  of  Social  support  (  friends  ,  ^''aini  I;.' ,  social  „  .. 
life)  and  Self -esteem  upon  otreas  in  3'iC  students.  I  predicted  that  the  ph.':;ical 
and/or  mental  disrders  vould  be  highest  in  studentJ  lov^  in  Jupport  ani/or  Jelf- 
es teem, and  lowest  in  thos^'^ith  hi  ;h  Support  and  Self-esteem;  also  that  Suprort 
and  Self-esteem  .vould  tend  to  either  both  be  lov\  or  both  hi  'h . 

our  data  supported  these  hypotheses , and  su^^  testes  that  Self-esteem  i.-  more 
directly  associated  with  Stress  t^hile  Support  emerged  as  a  valuable  but  not  ind- 
espensable  "ingredienf'to  a  college  life  relatively/free  of  health  problems. I 
v^ill  not  bore  the  non-statisticians  among  you  by  talking  about  re-ressions, 
partial  correlations  ,  or  one-tailed  t-tests  at  'iven  levels  of  si"nif  icance  , '^ut 
if  you  are  here  next  year  it  is  all  in  my  thesis  in  the  library. 

"rom  these  results  I  might  recommend  that  students  .suffering  from  ps;'oholo'- 
ical  or  physical  disorders  examine  their  social  life  and  their  relationships 
v,ith  the  -j:roup  or  individuals  with  whom  they  spend  the  most  time,  "'he  stu'ent 
may  benefit  from  another  social  support  group  that  a  ill  offer  her  morp  encour-- 
ar.ement  and  praise  ,  reinforcin  •'  her  self-confidence  .Accord  in;-  to  my  firuUn's.a 
friend  need  not  be  someone  vvith  whom  you  can  vor  must)  share  ever;-  secret  and 
discuss  personal  problems  to  '■>e   a  protection  against  stress. 

Those  who  seem  unable  to  find  satisfactory  feedback  from  a  social   roup  may 
do  oetter  to  invest  time  and  effort  in  an  activity  ■.•.hich  they  en.iC'  and  do  -ell, 
and  ouild  up  their  self-esteem  independently  of  the  judgement  of  peer^s  or  fam- 
ily.I  realise  no'A.lookin;  back  at  my  highschooi  years, how  this  •  orked  fc  me 
V'hen  I  discovered  an  ability  in  myself  that  the  entire  family  scorned  not  to 
say"cDndemned")-.vhen  1  had  to.dD  a  -  3K  run  for  my  x  :L  A-level,and  continued  to  run 
ever  since  oecause  1  could  take  such  pride  in  my  fitness. 

Incidentally , since  1  have  been  asked  this  many -times,!  am  not  a  Fsycholo'-y 
major  nor  have  I  taken  any  courses  ;my  Actual  major  is  iiuman  r-col  or  g  ooo'-dinated 
with  u-nvironmental  Studies   and  the  first  1  heard  about  Stress  conct'-ned  over- 
crowding amongst  ratst 

Thank  you  again  and  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  for  details, 

' eirdre  i latt 


J 
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